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PREFACE 


THE method which I have here endeavoured to apply 
to the criticism of the Gospels and Acts is one which took 
shape in the course of a previous investigation conducted 
upon the text of Cicero. 

The subject with which it is concerned is that of omis- 
sions in MSS. Whenever the readings of two MSS. which 
belong to different families are compared, it is found that 
one of them does not contain passages which occur in the 
other. In all such cases there are two possible explana- 
tions, viz. that the words are spurious, and have been 
inserted by an interpolator in one MS., or that they are 
genuine, and have been accidentally omitted by the other. 
The hypothesis of accident is highly probable, when there 
is a reason which will account for the omission. 

One such reason is universally recognized, viz. homoco- 
_ teleuton. When a similar ending, or a similar word, occurs 

twice in the same sentence, a copyist easily passed from 
the first passage to the second, omitting the intermediate 
words. This saut du méme au méme' is the most prolific 
cause of omissions. 

There is another reason which is not infrequently sug- 
gested by editors, viz. that the scribe has accidentally 
omitted a line, or several lines, of his model. When we 
have two MSS., one of which is known to be a transcript 
of the other, and we can compare the copy with the model, 
we find actual instances of such omission. In the vast 
majority of cases, however, we have only the copy, not the 
model also. Since all scribes are subject to the same 
infirmities, it is reasonable to suppose that omissions in 
a particular MS. may represent a line, or lines, in an 


1 | borrow this expressive term from L. Havet. 
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ancestor, even though we have not the proof given by 
comparison with the ancestor itself. The problem, there- 
fore, is to find an objective criterion which will help us to 
detect line-omissions. 

The test which I propose is arithmetical. It is based 
upon an empirical:observation which I made while working 
upon the text of Cicero, namely that short passages, the 
genuineness of which has been doubted on the ground of 
omission by a particular MS. or family of MSS., frequently 
contain the same, or nearly the same, number of letters. 
I thus found myself in presence ofa unit. When I examined 
longer passages in the same way, I found multiples of this 
unit. The natural inference is that the unit corresponds to 
a line in an ancestor. 

The fact which accounts for this phenomenon is one 

which may be easily verified by any one who will take the 
trouble to consult facsimiles of ancient MSS., written in 
capitals or uncials. Very few abbreviations are employed, 
and there is no space between the words. The number of 
letters in a normal line, allowing for occasional variations, 
is, therefore, of necessity a more or less constant quantity. 
If we count the letters in some twenty lines, an average 
will appear, which is maintained with great regularity. 

So far I have only referred to line-omissions. It was 
also easy for a copyist to omit other divisions of his model, 
viz. a column, or page, or folio. Here again the same 
principle holds good. Since it is usual for MSS. to have 
throughout the same number of lines to a page, it follows 
that the contents of the columns, pages, and folios are very 
similar, In this connexion I would quote a remark of 
L. Havet, made upon a germane subject, that of trans- 
positions.! 


La critique de ces transpositions est essentiellement arith- 
métique. Elle repose sur l’hypothése que les divers 
feuillets d’un méme ms. sont de contenance égale et que 
par consequent les trongons de texte intervertis sont des 
- multiples dune méme unité d’étendue. 


1 Manuel de critique verbale appliquée aux textes latins, p. 196. 
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The arithmetical test is of great value when we are 
dealing with the longer passages omitted by some MSS. 
If we find that one long passage is a multiple of another, 
or that several are multiples of one unit, the probability is 
that the unit corresponds to some division, i.e. to a column 
or page or folio, in the archetype. I have found in my 
work upon Cicero that the longest passages yield the most 
convincing results. In them we find written in large 
characters, which all can read, the legend which baffled 
our vision when written in tiny letters. 

The chief result of my investigation has been to show 
the falsity of the principle brevior lectio potior. This was 
laid down by Griesbach as a canon of criticism in the 
words : 


_ Brevior lectio, nisi testium vetustorum et gravium 
- auctoritate penitus destituatur, praeferenda est verbosiori. 
Librarii enim multo proniores ad addendum fuerunt quam 
ad omittendum. 


Unless my method is based upon a delusion, this state- 
ment has no foundation in facts. I may also observe that 
it is not so easy to invent as it is to omit. 

It will be understood that my work has been almost 
exclusively confined to the text of Cicero. It was only 
recently, after I had gained confidence in the use of my 
method, that, in a spirit of curiosity, I happened to apply 
it to the text of the Gospels. The results were so sur- 
prising that I gave up, for the present, my work upon 
Cicero, which can only interest a small circle, and devoted 
myself to this more important inquiry. 

I must here state that when I began my investigation, 
I had not made any study of New Testament criticism. 
I had been brought up to look on the Revised Text as 
final, to smile at persons who maintained the authenticity 
of St. Mark xvi. g-20, or St. John vii. 53-vili. 11, and to 
suppose that the ‘vagaries’ of the ‘Western’ text were 
due to wholesale interpolation. The object which I had 
in view was merely to study the mutual relations of the 
oldest Greek Uncials, notably, the Vaticanus (4), the 
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Sinaiticus (8), and the Alexandrinus (4). I was, however, 
soon dislodged from this arrogant attitude, and irresistibly 
driven to very different conclusions. 

These I can only briefly indicate here, and must refer the 
reader to my subsequent discussion for the evidence. No- 
where is the falsity of the maxim drevior lectio potior more 
evident than in the New Testament. The process has 
been one of contraction, not of expansion, The primitive 
text is the longest, not the shortest. It is to be found 
not in BN, or in the majority of Greek MSS., but in 
the ‘ Western’ family, i.e. in the ancient versions and the 
Codex Bezae (D). If my analysis is sound, we are brought 
back to an archetype of the four Gospels in book-form, 
which cannot be later than the middle of the second cen- 
tury. This archetype appears to have contained the 
passages which have been most seriously suspected by 
recent critics, e.g. the end of St. Mark and St. John 
Vii. 53-vili. 11. 

This statement concerning St. Mark xvi. 9-20 will 
appear so startling that I must insert a caveat. I do not 
pretend to go one step further than I am led by the method 
which I have followed. The ultimate problems of New 
Testament autographs do not concern me. I only deal 
with one set of phenomena, and my starting-point is the 
text current in the second century. I have made no 
attempt to acquaint myself with the Synoptic problem, and 
do not venture to encroach upon the domain of the Higher 
Criticism. Also, I do not regard my method as a panacea. 
Iam sensible that much must be due to accident and to 
mere coincidence. It is for the reader to determine, whether 
the cumulative evidence which I adduce is so great as, in 
certain cases, to transcend the limits of coincidence. 

The results at which I have arrived in the case of the 
Acts are even more striking. It is here that the problem 
of the ‘ Western’ recension has been felt most strongly. 
Thus a recent writer says': ‘It is the correct method to 
study the Western readings in Acts first of all, and to form 


1 Lake, Zhe Text of the New Testament, p. gt. 
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some kind of judgement on them, and after this to turn to 


_ the Gospels and apply to them the conclusions derived from 


the study of the Acts.’ This was not the process which _ 
I followed, but the conclusions arrived at in the case of — 
the Acts greatly confirm the results furnished by the study 
of the Gospels. 

It is briefly this, that all our MSS., including D, are 
descended from an ancestor written not in lines of equal 


length, as in the case of the Gospels, but in cola and 


commata, i.e. sense-lines of varying length, such as those 
found in D. The ordinary text has been developed from 
this by the frequent omission of lines, followed by modifica- 
tions in the text. For proof of this statement I must refer 
the reader to the chapter upon the Acts. 

I have not extended my inquiry to other parts of the 
New Testament, since I found that the Gospels and Acts 
provided more material than I could deal with in the time 
at my disposal. It appeared to me from some preliminary 
observations that the Pauline Epistles must be studied 
together. It is unnecessary to point out that the Apocalypse 
is a unique document which must be considered separately. 


SIGLA 


NS = Sinaiticus, saecl. iv 
A = Alexandrinus, saecl. v 
B = Vaticanus, saecl. iv 
C = Codex Ephraemi, saecl. v 
D = Codex Bezae, saecl. vi (@ = versio Latina) 
& = Codex Laudianus, saecl. vi 
& = Latina vetus (£* = Vercellensis, saecl. iv; 2%» = Veronensis, 
saecl. v/vi; #* = Palatinus, saecl.v; 2% = Bobiensis, 
saecl. v; £® = Floriacensis, saecl. v/vi. For other mem- 
bers of %, to which occasional reference is made, ef. 
Souter’s list) 
& = Syriaca vetus (° = Curetonensis, saecl.v; $# = Sinaiticus, 
saecl. iv/v) 
hl. = Syriaca Heracleensis, saecl. vii (S hl.™& = lectio marginalis) 
€ = Aegyptiaca (8 = Sahidica; @> = Bohaerica) 
Arm. = Armeniaca 
Eth. = Aethiopica 


The text used is that of Souter, Oxford, 1910. 


CHAPTER. | 


In the Preface I referred to homoeoteleuton as a frequent cause 
of omission. The word strictly means similarity of termination, but 


it is often used for any similarity, e.g. at the beginning of words, 


which would more appropriately be called Aomocoarcton, or for the 
repetition of the same word (refetitio or geminatio). In all such 
cases the copyist was liable to pass from one similar word to the 
other, omitting the intervening words. The most frequent cause 
of omission is the repetition of the same word. This I will 
illustrate by a single example. 
Cic. ad Fam. iv. 12. 2: 
rogaret uti medicos ei mitterem, itaque medicos coegi. 
So the inferior family of MSS.: the best MS. (JZ) gives 
rogaret uti medicos coegi. 
Here it is obvious that the scribe who wrote an ancestor of JZ 
passed from the first medicos to the second. 
I should prefer to denote all such similarities by the more com- 
prehensive term dépo.drns, for which I employ the symbol Lom. 
While éovorns of any kind is sufficient cause for omission, it 
becomes still more potent if it coincides with line-division, i. e. if 
one of the similar words is immediately above the other. This 
I would illustrate by two examples out of several which occur 
in a Paris MS. of Asconius (c), which is known to be derived 
from a Pistoia MS. of the same author (S). The references are 
to Stangl’s edition of the Pseudo-Asconius in Ciceronis Oratt. 
Scholiastae (1912). 
p. 200. 24: quartum 
quem sit habiturus duos dixit qué quo quartum. 
So \S, while o has the single word guartum, the scribe having 
passed from guvartum in the line above to the same word below. 
p..221: to 
patrocinium meruerit aut assentatione aliqua 
defendendi meruerit. 
SoS: o has patrocinium meruerit, without the intervening words 
(meruerit ... defendendi). 
1655 B 
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I now wish to point out that a scribe was liable to omit lines 
of his model, even when there is no épourys. Since in the course 
of this discussion great use will be made of this fact, it will be 
well to give examples showing that it is a vera causa. I will take 
these from two fifteenth-century MSS., viz. Paris. 14749 (3) and 
Wolfenbuttel. 205 (W), which contain among other speeches of 
Cicero those for Sex. Roscius and for Murena, which were first 
discovered by Poggio. Here & is the parent of W. 

I have remarked elsewhere.’ 

‘That W is derived from & is beyond all possible doubt. This 
is shown by the surest of all tests, viz. that passages omitted by 
W repeatedly occupy exactly one line in 3. Four cases occur in 
the pro Murena, viz. : 

§5 mihi... defendendis non om. W. §6 dignitas...tum 
om. W. §30 bonus... iacet om. W. §79 magni... atom. W. 

So also in the ro Balbo: 

§ 29 coniuncta ... civitatis om. W. §53 —ma virtute... 

damnato. 

Also, there are eleven cases in the pro Sex. Roscio and pro 
Murena where an omission of W is due to the fact that the eye 
of the copyist dropped from a word which he was writing to the 
word immediately beneath it in the line below, e. g. : 

Rose. 39: inter 
fuisse nihil autem umquam debuit cupiditates porro quae possunt 
esse In €0. 

So 3: W omits fucsse ... possunt. 

The other examples are osc. 55, 92, 100, 102, 120, 127 : Mur. 
29, 61, 69, 86.’ 

I also pointed out that corruptions found in W are due to the 
same cause, €. g.: 

Rost. 45: 
haec tu non intelligis sed usque eo quid arguas non habes ut non 
modo tibi contra nos dicendum putes. 

So 3: W has quid putes arguas, the explanation being that the 
writer strayed from guid in the first line to putes, which is just 
below it in the second line. 

These instances taken from a single MS., and chiefly from two 
speeches which it contains, are sufficient to show the prevalence 
of line-omission. It is obvious that such omissions might take 
place every time that a MS. was copied. When, therefore, there 


1 The Vetus Cluntacensts of Poggio, p. xii. 
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are many stages in the transmission the total number of omissions 


_ is likely to have been considerable. It is true that omitted 


passages were frequently inserted in the margin by a corrector. 
These marginalia are of great importance. I have generally found 
that they exhibit a unit or multiples of a unit. They thus reveal 
the formation of the model. Sometimes this is combined with 
another unit and its multiples, which testify to similar omissions 
made by a previous ancestor. 

In the course of this discussion I shall frequently speak of 
a passage as ‘telescoped’. I use this word to designate lacerated 
passages where the mutilation is undisguised. Thus in Bald. 53 
> has sum 
ma virtute et dignitate nepotes T. et C. coponios nostis damnato 
C. masone. 

Here W gives sum C. masone (om. med.), the word summa 
being cut in two. 

These telescoped passages can only represent a line, or lines, of 
an ancestor. Here, again, I would quote M. Havet, who says: 

Quand un ms. omet de suite plusieurs mots sans qu’ils forment 
ensemble une unité de sens et sans qu'il y ait saut du méme au 
méme, il est 4 présumer que la suite de mots en question formait 
une ligne du modeéle.’ 

The loss is sometimes facilitated by Zom., e. g.: 

Vat. 28 commodiore inimico suo contionem reiectionis. 

The first hand in the best MS. (P) gives 

commodiore iectionis (om. med.) 
The archetype must have had 


commodio 
re inimico suo contionem 


reiectionis 
Most frequently, however, there is no such explanation, e. g.: 
Verr. i. 87 usque ab Dianio quod in Hispania est ad Sinopam. 
Here one MS. () gives usque ab Dianopam (om. med.). There 
is other evidence which shows that the archetype had ro-12 letters 
to the line. It, therefore, had 
usque ab dia 
nio quod in his (12) 
pania est ad si (12) 
nopam 
The writer omitted two lines. 


1 Manuel, p. 200. 
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The best MS. of Cicero’s Philippics (V) has three telescoped 
passages in which 27-30 letters are omitted, viz. : 

i. 7 transmitterem nec ita multum provectus reiectus Austro. 
Here V omits nec ita multum provectus reiect— (27). 

The archetype must have had 

transmitterem 
nec ita multum prouectus reiect 
us austro 

vil. 14 exitium nisi paruerit huic ordini. Quid refert. 
V omits nisi paruerit . . quid re— (28). 

This points to 

exitium 
nisi paruerit huic ordini quid re 
fert 

xil, 16 admiscear in quo ne si dissensero quidem a ceteris. 
V omits —cear in... quidem a (30). 

The archetype must have had 

admis 
cear in quo ne si dissensero quidem a 
ceteris 

The other MSS. all belong to one family known as D. They 
also have similar omissions, viz. : 

iv. 15 similem esse Catilinae gloriari licet scelere par. 

D omit esse Catilinae .. . scele— (31). 

This points to 

similem 
esse Catilinae gloriari licet scele 
re par 

v. 20 tantum quisque habebat possessor quantum reliquerat. 
D omit habebat .. . relique— (30). 

This again indicates 

tantum quisque 
habebat possessor quantum relique 
rat 
as the reading of the common ancestor. 

There is no doubt that Vand D come from the same archetype. 
These telescoped passages show us that the contents of a line in 
this varied from 27~—31 letters, 

We now have an arithmetical test which we can apply to the 
various omissions of Vand D. The result is that most of them 
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appear to be multiples of 28. This, therefore, I take to have 
- been the average length of a line in the archetype. 

Both V and D exhibit other units, which refer not to the arche- 
type, but to intermediate ancestors. Thus: 

hil. ix. 2 in nullo iustior quam in Ser. Sulpicio reperietur. 

V omits quam in Ser. Sulpicio re— (19). 

An intermediate MS. appears to have had 

in nullo iustior 
quam in ser, sulpicio re 
perietur 

The shorter unit is due to the fact that the immediate ancestors 
of V were written, like V itself, in three columns, not in long lines. 

So too we can trace a unit which concerns the immediate ancestor 
of the D family, also other units which belong to particular members 
of the group. 

Before I go further it will be well to produce evidence in 
support of my statement that the contents of columns, pages, and 
folios are often very similar. 

Chatelain in his collection of facsimiles gives a page from the 
Vatican palimpsest of the Verrines (cent. iv). In this col. 1 
contains 378 letters and col. 2 371 letters. The Turin palimpsest 
of Cicero, Aro Scauro, &c., copied by Peyron, has on p. 23 of his 
reproduction 398 letters in col. 1 and 400 in col. 2: so too the 
Ambrosian palimpsest, also copied by him, has on p. 22 280 letters 
in col. 1 and 282 in col. 2. The Vatican palimpsest of Cicero, 
De Re Publica (cent. iv), reproduced by van Buren, which I have 
studied more fully, yields striking results. Fuller details will be 
found later on in this work. Here I would only mention the 
following figures : 

Proc, COL f=. 2, col, 2 = 358 letters: 
D. 92, Col. == 164, col, 2 ='163 letters. 
Put, Coin g-— 152 COL 2 —— 157 letters, 

Such arguments are chiefly found in MSS. written in capitals or 
uncials. I have, however, noticed some singular agreements even 
in MSS. of later date. Thus V, the MS. of the Pilippics to 
which I have already referred, which was written in the ninth 
century, has-on fol. 8 recto 1746 letters and on the verso 1743. 
The second columns on fol. 4¥ and fol. 5" both have 477 letters. 

It is to be observed that very old MSS. have few abbreviations. 
In Latin MSS. of the fourth or fifth century these are generally 
identical with those found in inscriptions. Most of these are 


* 
) 
4 
2 
y 
f 


6 THE PRIMITIVE TEXT OF 


official, e.g. P.R. = populus Romanus, R.P. (or RES P.) = res 
publica, COS = consul, PR = praetor, TR. PL. = tribunus plebis. 
Also, from time to time, Q. is written for gue, B. for dus, and 
a horizontal stroke is employed for m or x, especially at the end 
of a line. Since, however, these are sporadic, I have been content 
to assume the official abbreviations only when working with a 
printed text, since these especially in such cases as P.R. seem 
to have been invariable. 

I have now shown that the contents of lines, columns, pages 
(and consequently folios) can be calculated with some approach to 
accuracy. I now proceed to other sources of information which 
throw light upon the development of a text. 


(1) DitToGRAPHIES. 


Most MSS. contain evidence which reveals the formation of 
the immediate ancestor. The most valuable is that afforded by 
passages which the first hand wrote twice. The error was then 
rectified by the deletion of the repeated words. This was 
frequently done by the first writer. I will confine myself to two 
examples. 

In Paris. 7794 (P), cent. ix, the best MS. for a number of 
speeches, in the oration ad Quirites, § 21, the first hand writes 
twice the words : 

invidos virtuti et gloriae serviendo (32). 
So Sesz. § 55 dicam immo vero etiam approbantibus (31). 

The natural inference is that 31-2 represents a line of an 
ancestor. 

Such evidence has to be combined with that furnished by 
omissions. I quote from the same MS. ; 

Quir. 6 aut Metellarum liberi pro Q. Metelli (30) om. P!. 

Sest. 107 sententiam eius auctoritate neque (30) om. P?. 

Cael. 72 et cum vestra severitate coniunctum (31) om. P'. 

In order to avoid misunderstanding, I add that these represent 
lines of an immediate ancestor, not of the archetype, which can 
be shown by overwhelming evidence to have been written in 
shorter lines. 

These dittographies are found in MSS. of every age. They are 
especially frequent in the Palimpsest of Cicero, De Re Publica 
(cent. iv). I quote one instance out of a large number. 

i. 64 mansisset eadem voluntas in eorum posteris, si resum 

similitudo permansisset. 
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This is given thus in the palimpsest : 
man 
sisset eadem 


n 
uolumtas in 


eorum pote 
ris si regum si 
similitudo per 
mansisset ea 
dem uolum 
tas In eorum 
similitudo 
permansisset. 
The model appears to have had : 
mansisset 
eadem uolum 
tas in eorum 
posteris si re 
gum similitudo 
_ permansisset. 
The scribe went back from fermansisset to mansisse/, and he 
repeated the intervening lines. 
I may remark that I know of no work so valuable to the student 
of corruptions in very early MSS. as van Buren’s transcript of this 
palimpsest. 


(2) TRANSPOSITIONS. 


When a passage which is out of place in one MS. or family of 
MSS. is shown by the arithmetical test to be a multiple of the unit 
furnished by omissions, it is fairly obvious that it was first omitted 
by accident and then inserted in the wrong place: e.g.: 

Phil. ii. 27 An C. Trebonio ego persuasi? cui ne suadere quidem 

ausus essem. Quo etiam maioremeires p. gratiam debet (83). 

These words are inserted in V before the previous sentence 
(Cn. Domitium ... . excitavit). The combined evidence shows 
that the average number of letters in a line of the archetype was 
28. The passage, therefore, formed three lines in it (28 x 3 = 84). 

Transpositions can best be studied in the text of the Pseud- 
Asconius. Here there are a very large number which can be set 
right with certainty from the text of the Verrines upon which the 
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scholiast is commenting. I quote some simple cases with reference 
to Stangl’s edition : 


p. 195, 14-17 rationem vitae . . . esset (189). 
18-19 ut est hominum ... dictura (66).? 
20-1 deportare litteras . . . mutet locum (62). 
22-3 deinde accusatorem . . .. velit (63). 


In the MSS. the order is Il. 22-3, 18-19, 14-17, 20-1. It 
is to be noticed that 189 is 63 x 3, while 62, 63, 66 are almost 
identical in extent. 

A minor form of transposition, on which light is thrown, con- 
cerns the constant and perplexing varieties in the collocation of 
words which are found in different families of MSS. 

Thus, P27. ix. 4, we have the following variants : 

statuae steterunt usque ad meam memoriam in rostris V. 
statuae in rostris steterunt usque ad meam memoriam D. 
We may infer that the archetype had: 
statuae 
steterunt usque ad meam memoriam (28) 
in rostris 

The scribe who wrote the common ancestor of D skipped 
a line and wrote zx rvostris, then seeing his error went back to 
what he had omitted. 

These ‘transposition-variants’ register the lineation of the MSS. 
through which the text has been transmitted. 


(3) DisLocaTIONs. 


I use this term where folios of an ancestor have been displaced. 
Sometimes there is a series of such dislocations in a MS., e.g. in 
Leiden. (2), which contains a number of Cicero’s philosophical 
works. Here again the arithmetical test is of signal service. If 
we find that these yield multiples of a common unit, we can arrive 
with certainty at the contents of a folio in the ancestor. More 
frequently the material is less. Thus in Caeé. there is a dis- 
location in P and most other MSS. In the PAzlippics there are 
two dislocated passages in V, viz.: 

xil, 12-23 —sumus ludicare . . . nec corpo—. 
xlil. I-10 a principio . .. rem acerbam. 

In the first of these passages the word fossumus at the beginning 

and corpore at the end have been cut in two. 


1 If dicta (so edd.) is supposed to have been in the archetype, this number 
is reduced to 64. 


THE GOSPELS AND ACTS 9 


I have taken the trouble to count the letters in these two dis- 
- located passages. If my reckoning is correct, the first contains 
5922 and the second 5911 letters. This is a remarkable confirma- 
tion of the principle which I have laid down, viz. that the contents 
of folios are very fairly uniform. Here, of course, several folios of 
an ancestor have been displaced. 


(4) Rovinec VaRIANTS. 


There is abundant evidence to show that old Latin MSS. con- 
tained a number of duplices lectiones. Heraeus has collected a 
number of examples from the oldest MSS. of Livy. In the case 
of Cicero we have only to glance at the variants of V in the 
Philippics quoted in Halm’s Apparatus. We find everywhere such 


a ad 
conflations as Phil. 1. 17 multais (= multis), il. 43 guods (= quos), 


iii, 1 postulabituit (= pothulaush A considerable number of 
variants will be found above the line, or in the margin of Greek 
papyri. 

These variants were a constant menace to the integrity of the 
text. The copyists often mistook them for passages which had 
been omitted by accident and inserted them where they could. 
In my work upon Cicero I have found that insertion of these 
‘doublets’ generally takes place at regular intervals corresponding 
to the line-division of the archetype. 

Frequently the interval represents one line of the archetype, but 
often two or three lines, or more. I will give one example: 

Phil. xiv. 21 idem P. Ventidium, cum alii tr. pl., ego semper 

hostem. Has in sententias meas si consules discessionem 
facere voluissent. 
Here, after az tv. pl, the MSS. (i.e. D, deficit V) insert 
volusenum or voluisse num, or a similar corruption. This appears 
to be a variant for vo/uissen¢, which after a sojourn in the margin 
has got into the text two lines higher up. 
The gehetyre seems to have had: 
idem P. uentidium alii tr. pl. 
ego semper hostem has in sententias (30) 
meas si coss. discessionem facere (28) 
‘uolusenum _uoluissent 

The most interesting cases are those where the variant effects 
a lodgement in the text at some distance from its doublet. In 
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these we have to consider the possibility that it has been entered 
on the wrong folio, i.e. that the scribe, intending to enter it at 
a particular place on one folio, accidentally put it in exactly the 
same place on another folio. If we find elsewhere a similar 
doublet at the same distance from its counterpart, the possibility 
becomes very probable. Instances will be found in my subsequent 
treatise upon Ciceronian archetypes. These wandering variants 
are chiefly found in a corrupt text, and appear but rarely in New 
Testament criticism. 

I now proceed to gather up these remarks and to outline the 
method which should be followed by any one who embarks upon 
a similar inquiry. The first task is to ascertain the content of a 
line in the archetype. For this purpose ‘telescoped’ lines are of 
primary importance. In all probability the common unit will be 
at once revealed. The next step is to tabulate the omissions of 
the rival families, arranging them in order of magnitude. It will 
then appear when multiples of the unit figure among the omissions, 
Thus, if the unit is e.g. 28, we shall expect to find such numbers 
as 56, 84, 112, 140, and soon. The separate families should then 
be treated in the same manner. 

The information thus acquired must be combined with that 
furnished by transpositions, dislocations, migratory variants, and 
corruptions of all kinds. The most minute flaws are often the 
most important for the purposes of such an investigation. Above 
all the inquirer must not shrink from the labour of counting the 
letters.? No shorter method, such as that of numbering the lines 
of a printed text, can have the cogency which is possessed by the 
actual figures. I have seldom carried out a long numeration 
without being richly rewarded. I imagine the reason to be that 
in the long passages occasional irregularities correct each other, 
and the average becomes more clearly visible. Also, it is only in 
them that we can hope to find indications of the longer divisions, 
viz. columns, pages, and folios in the archetype. 


1 Cf. Havet, Manuwe/, p. 375 ‘Un correcteur, se trompant de page, exécute 
sur telle page, au bout d’une ligne, ce qu’il doit exécuter A la méme place, 
également en bout de ligne, sur la page voisine’. 

? It is necessary when doing this to take account of the usual abbreviations. 
These in ancient MSS. are strictly limited in number. Cf. pp: 6, 13. 


CUAP ERR, Jd 


Tue method which I have outlined is one which took shape 
gradually, and it was not for some time that, after much in- 

credulity, I began to realize its possibilities. I confined myself 
at first to Cicero’s Philippics, for which we have unusually good 
evidence in V, the MS. which I have already mentioned. The 
value of Vis due to the fact that, though very corrupt, its text is 
not sophisticated, and its past history can be ascertained with 
some approach to certainty. I afterwards went on to most of those 
speeches for which the MS. evidence is sufficiently good, and also 
made some study of the De Watura Deorum. I further examined 
Asconius, the commentator on Cicero, with whose work I was 
familiar, and extended the inquiry to the Pseudo-Asconius, the 
Scholiast on the Verrines. I found the Pseudo-Asconius of especial 
interest on account of the long series of transpositions in the text. 
I hope to publish shortly the results at which I have arrived in the 
case of Cicero and Asconius. I would even ask critics to suspend 
judgement, to some extent, upon my methods, until I have been 
able to submit the conclusions at which I have arrived, when 
dealing with works with which I am better acquainted. 

I abstained from the temptation to experiment upon other Latin 
authors, although there are some which seem peculiarly suitable 
for such an inquiry. I could not, however, abstain from sinking 
a shaft in the New Testament. 

As this was my first experiment upon a Greek text, and my 
palaeographical work has been confined to Latin authors, I thought 
it well to prepare myself by making some examination of the 
Oxyrhynchus papyri. 

The first point upon which I had to satisly myself was whether 
the lines exhibit regularity in content similar to that which I found 
in old Latin MSS. I found that this was so. The papyri are of 
all shapes and sizes, sometimes written in long lines, but more 
commonly in columns of various breadth. Sometimes they con- 
tain some 4o letters or more to the line, sometimes about 35, 
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more frequently about 28, 24, or 22, very frequently 16-19, while 
a fair number, including some theological fragments, are written in 
very narrow columns, averaging 10-12 letters, or even less. In 
all, however, although abnormally long or short lines occur, the 
general average soon asserts itself. 

As this is a point which affects my argument, I give some 
examples : 

Ox. 227. Xenophon, Oeconomicus (cent. i). 

This is an example of a work in narrow columns, with an 
average of 13 letters to the line. 

The figures for the first ten lines of col. 1 are: 

13, 13, 12, 13, 14, 14, 13, 13, II, 14 = 130°. 

Those for the first ten lines of col. 2 are: 

134A, eS, We, ES; Asal 2 ean kee 
With this I would compare as an example of a long line: 

Ox. 697. Xenophon, Cyropaedia i. (cent. ili), Here the 

average is 424. _ The figures for the first ten lines are: 

42, 42, 44, 41, 43, 42, 44, 45, 38, 44. 
It will be noticed that one line is abnormally short, but this 
does not affect the average. 

Sometimes the average varies in different columns, while it is 
constant in a particular column, e.g. 

Ox. 843. Plato, Symposium (cent. iii) : 

Col. ix, ll. 410-19. Here the figures are: 

26,25, 27, 28,20, 27, 26, 262%, 26: =0205 saverre 
27 nearly. 

Col. xiii, Il. 570-8. Here the lines are a little longer, viz. : 

31, 27, 28, 30,28, 31,24, 30, 28, 20 = 2894 average 2G. 

In my work upon Latin MSS. I have found that where there 
are two or more columns in a codex, the tendency is for one column 
to be squeezed. If there are three columns, it is generally the one 
in the middle which suffers ; if there are two, the column on the 
left is often a little broader than the one on the right. 

I add two other examples of regular writing, one of which is 
interesting on account of its contents, and the other on account 
of its great antiquity. 

Ox. 847. St. John’s Gospel (cent. iv). 

The contents of Il. 26-35 are as follows: 

24, 24, 24, 24, 24, 22, 25, 25, 21, 23 = 236; average 233. 

Fiibeh 26, Anaximenes, “Pytopixy pos "AdéEavdpov (circa 285- 
250 B.C.). 


THE GOSPELS AND ACTS 13 


Here I give the figures for twenty lines, viz.: 

Col. x, Il, 158-77: 

20720, 20, 27,28, 20, 26, 245 28,24, 29, 25, 25,26, 26, 
26,25, 25,29, 23 =1522 ; average 26, 

The theological papyri throw much light upon points of ortho- 
graphy and the use of abbreviations. 

The iota adscript is rarely found in the theological fragments. 
This is also true of the early Uncials. I have, therefore, omitted 
it in all my calculations. 

The papyri are particularly free from abbreviations apart from 
a particular class, viz. zomina sacra. ‘Those in Greek theological 
MSS. correspond to the official abbreviations used in Latin Capital 
and Uncial MSS. Those generally found in MSS. are is or Ijs= 
"Inoots, Xs = Xprorés, KS = xi'pios, Os = Oeds, TG = Tvedua, OvVOS = 
otpavés, FTpos—=oravpds, TP=TaTHp, pp= pAjryp, Vs=vids, avs 
= d&vOpwros, AGS = Aavid, IyA ="TopayaA, InvAp = ‘Tepovoadrp. 

These, or most of them, are found in the papyri. Thus 

Ox. 405, a fragment of Irenaeus, which is one of the oldest 
Christian fragments yet published, has 6s, Xs, is, also eerpvos for 
éoravpwpevos. The editors remark that the use of these abbrevia- 
tions ‘goes back far into the second century’, 
St. Matthew (cent. iii) is, Xs, vs, wva, ks. There is a certain 
amount of irregularity. Thus, in Ox. 654, New Sayings of Jesus 
(cent. iii), the only contraction used is Is for “Iycots, and in 
Ox. 656, Genesis (cent. ili), even Oeds and xvpios occur. Also 
some of the Uncials, especially B and D, are chary in the use 
On the whole, however, the bulk of the evidence is in favour of 
their general employment, and, as I do not wish to avail myself 
of any license, I have treated this as normal. 

There is some uncertainty as to the use of letters to express 
numerals. Thus Ox. 2 has 18 for 14. The Uncials vary greatly 
in this respect. On the whole it seems safest to suppose that the 
numerals were written in full, but the other: possibility has to be 
taken into account. 

On examining the papyri I found many phenomena similar to 
those which I’had observed in Latin MSS. 

On one occasion Grenfell and Hunt make the suggestion that 
a line has dropped out, viz. : 

Greek Popyrt, vol. ii, no. ix. Demosthenes, Fads. Leg., § 10: 
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Tovs cuvagovtas dedpo Tois BovAevoopévous wept TOD pos 

hidurmov rodguov codd. 

Tovs cvvdéovtas Sedpo Tod mpos piAuTrov Tod€uov Pap. 
The editors remark that the omission is clearly due to the fact 
that in the model a line beginning -po rovs was followed by one 
beginning px tov: i.e. the previous MS. had 

dev 

po tovs BovAevoopevous re 

pt Tov 

The omissions are often very suggestive, e. g. : 

Greek Papyri, vol. i, no. v, a fragment of Ezekiel. 

On the verso 1. 15 the writer omits xal rpopyrevaov éx’ aira Kat 
épeis 7a Spy Ind (36) Aom. On the recto ll. 12-13 the papyrus has 
a passage of 36 letters omitted by A B, viz. kai eis dveidos Tots 
Cverw tois KikXw cov (hom.), and on the verso ll. 4-6 48 letters 
omitted by A B, viz. @ drooteXG aira diapOeipar tds Kal Aeypov 
(sic) ovvdéw ef ipas (Lom.). It will be noticed that 36 and 48 
are both multiples of 12. 

Ox. 16. Thucydides iv. 36-41 (cent. i): 

Col. iil. 3 éroAvopxnOyoay ard THs vavpaxias péxpt THS ev TH 

vnow (45) om. pap. (hom.). 
The average content of a line in the papyrus is 21 letters. It 
therefore looks as if it had dropped two lines of an ancestor 
very similar to itself. The omitted words are added in two lines 
at the top of the column with the reference mark dvw. 

Ox. 1080. Apocalypse iii-iv (cent. iv): 

iv. 2 émt rov Opdvov KaOypevos’ Kat 6 Kabypevos dpowos Spacer. 
Here ért tov Opdvov (12) has been repeated above the line by 
a corrector (? m. 1) before éuotos. The model appears to have 
had emt tov Opovov (12) 

kaOnpevos Kat (12) 
o KaOnpevos (10) 
opovos opacet (12) 
with the result that 1. r was repeated after 1. 3. 
This explains an omission in iii. 19-20. The papyrus has 
w EyAwoov ovy Kat ETO. 
vonoov. ov eoTyKa, Et 
tyv Ovpay Kat 
omitting the words kpovw édv Tis dKxovon Tis pwvijs pov Kal dvoty 
ti Ovpav Kai (48) Zom., which are added at the foot of the column 
with a reference mark of omission in the text. 
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It is here to be noticed that the preceding clause & f4Awoor 
otv Kal peravdnoov. iSot, éornxa émt tiv Ovpay xai also contains 
48 letters. 

We can, therefore, arrange the distribution of lines in the 
model thus : 

w fndwoov ovy (11) 
Kau petavonoov (13) 
Loov eornka € (11) - 
mu Tnv Ovpay Ka (13) 


or 


KPOVW €QV TLS (i I ) 
axovon THS pw (11) 
vys pov Kat avot (13) 
£y tyv Ovpay Kae (13) 

It was easy for the writer to pass from rijv Qvpay Kai in |. 4 to 
the same words in 1. 8. 

It would be easy to add a number of examples, but I will con- 
fine myself to one more case, viz. : 

Ox. 843. Plato, Symposium (cent. iii), the largest literary 
papyrus found at Oxyrhynchus, written in 47 lines to the column, 
with an average of 28 letters to the line. 

I have already pointed out the importance of passages written 
twice in a MS., as indicating line-division in the immediate 
ancestor. I have noticed four cases of this in no. 843, and four 
only. Three of them are almost identical in length, viz. : 

212€ eorehavwpevov adrov KitTov Té Tit (30) hom. 
212a GAN adnO7 are Tod aAnOods eharropevw (31) hom. 
202 ¢ ov Tods Tayabd Kal TA KAAG KEKTNMEVOUS (32). 
The fourth gives information as to the length of the lines in the 
model. It is 
213¢ Karéxewo dorep eines eLaipvys avahaiver Oat (41). 
As this is ten letters longer than the average of the other three, 
(31), we may conclude that the model had ro-rz letters in a line. 
This evidence is reinforced by two telescoped passages, viz. : 
206a 7 Tod adyabod. 7 col Soxodow ; Ma Av’ ov« eporye, Hv 8 
eyo. Ap’ ovv, 7 8 7, ovtws dmdodv éore A€yew Ste oi 
avOpwrou tayabod épdcr ; 

Here the first hand gives 7 rod dyafod épaor om. med. (80). 
The omission is made more easy by the repetition of éya6od. 
The missing words are supplied by a second hand at the top of 
the page. 
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203¢ 80 Si Kal THs "Adpodérns axdAovbos Kal Oepdrwy yéyove 6 
"Epws, yevvnbels év rots éxeivys yeveOAlous, Kai dpa pice 
€pacrys dv mept TO Kadov Kal THs Adpodiryns Kadjs ovens. 

The writer first of all wrote 8:6 67 kal ris “Adpodirns Kadjs ovons 
om. med. (109). He then rectified his error. Here again the 
omission was assisted by the repetition of the word, “A¢podirys. 

It is to be noticed that 80 is nearly twice 41 (213¢), and the 
decimal arrangement is also visible in 109. 

The unit is to be found in two omissions of the first hand, viz.: 
205 @ evdaipoves (10), and 223d dvacrdvra (9). 

Sometimes a slightly longer line is revealed, e.g. : 

205 € pow <ivor TOV épwra. 

Here the first hand repeats <tvau after gpwra. This indicates 
the following arrangement in the model 

onow 
ewat Tov epwra (13) 
The scribe began to write the line over again and then saw 
his error. 

So in 221 @ the model appears to have had 

Kat Tous addovs (13) 
KOATQ TAVT QV TLS (13) 

The copyist at first wrote xara tatr’ dy tis Kal Tovs dAXovs 
inverting the order. He then struck out xat rots dAAovs and 
inserted the words in the margin to come in the proper place. 

Further evidence is given by an interesting repetition in 

2125 tov "Epwra tipdv, Kat adros Tyd Ta épwrika Kal dua- 
hepovtws doKx@, kat Tots dAAows wapaKxeNevopot, Kal vov TE 
Kal det éykwpalo tHv dvvapr. 

Here the papyrus repeats tov "Epwra before ryv divayw. The 
intervening words timay kal... éykwpudfw consist of 93 letters. 
This, it will be noticed, is three times the average length of the 
dittographies in 212¢, 212 a, 202 ¢ (31). 
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I sHOULD much prefer to say nothing about the present state of 
New Testament criticism, and to refer those readers who have not 
studied the problems at issue to such works as Professor Lake’s 
admirably compressed Manuai, or Sir Frederick Kenyon’s Hana- 
book. Since, however, such silence might cause some inconvenience, 
I venture to sum up the chief points with all possible brevity. 

The earliest classification of our authorities was made by 
T. S. Semler in 1764. He forms three groups: 

(2) Alexandrian, derived from Origen ; 
(2) Eastern, in vogue at Antioch and Constantinople ; 
(c) Western, found in the Latin versions and early Fathers. 

The latest writer, von Soden, also forms three groups, which he 
terms 7JX, the first of which corresponds to (a), the second to 
(c), and the third (K = xowy) to (4). 

Dr. Hort, whose views have had great influence, not only in 
this country but elsewhere, constituted four groups, viz. : 

(1) Neutral ; 

(2) Alexandrian ; 
(3) Syrian ; 

(4) Western. 

The Alexandrian group is somewhat nebulous, since Hort is 
unable to point to any extant MS. as purely Alexandrian, and only 
denotes certain variants by this name. The Neutral group 
consists in the first place of two MSS., viz. the Vaticanus (2) 
and the Sinaiticus (&), the two oldest Greek Uncials (cent. iv). 
These are reinforced by occasional support from other MSS. and 
some of the versions. Hort considers that the Alexandrinus (4) 
and the codex Ephraemi(C), which must nearly approach 2 in 
antiquity, contain a number of Western and Alexandrian readings. 
The term Syrian includes the great majority of Greek MSS., and 
corresponds to’ yon Soden’s xu. 

Hort deals with these by a method of elimination. He 
dismisses the ‘Syrian’ family as due to conflation, the ‘ Alexan- 
drian’ readings as the result of elegant correction, and the 
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‘Western’ family as licentiously interpolated. This process left 
him nothing but & and &, and, where they differ, he generally 
follows B. The text of the New Testament is thus made to rest 
on a very narrow basis. 

Hort’s view is held just as strongly by various foreign scholars. 
Thus B. Weiss asserts the supremacy of B in uncompromising 
terms. The Teubner text of the New Testament bears on its 
title-page the statement that it has been revised ad fidem potisst- 
mum codicis Vaticant B. Kenyon, who sums up the evidence in 
a judicial manner, declares that Hort’s theory ‘holds the field 
among the scholars of to-day, and is presupposed as the starting- 
point of nearly all the work that is being done in this department 
of New Testament criticism’. He also goes on to compare the 
supremacy claimed for & with that attributed to the ‘best MS.’ of 
various classical authors, e.g. the Laurentian MS. of Sophocles. 

On the other hand, Dr. Salmon has criticized Hort’s views in 
a very damaging manner. He points out that the term ‘ Neutral’ 
is question-begging, since it assumes that BN have no special 
habitat, while the other groups are local. He hints that Hort’s 
Alexandrian group is a figment, invented to obscure the relation 
which really exists between BN and Alexandria. Further, there 
is no documentary evidence of any recension in Syria, such as 
Hort’s system postulates. It may be added that the name Syrian 
is unfortunate, since it creates confusion with the Syriac versions, 
which belong to the Western family. 

Salmon makes merry over the supremacy claimed for B. He 
says,” ‘Hort, if consulted what authority should be followed, 
might answer, “ Follow BN : accept their readings as true, unless 
there is strong internal evidence to the contrary, and never 
think it safe to reject them absolutely.” But suppose B has 
‘not the support of N? “Still follow ZB, if it has the support of 
any other MS.” But suppose B stands alone? “ Unless it is 
clearly a clerical error, it is not safe to reject B.” But supposing 
B is defective? “Then follow 8.” What about adopting the 
Western reading? ‘ What about killing a man?”’ 


* When one MS. is the source of all other MSS., then clearly it is the only 
fount of information, e. g. the Laurentian MS. of Apuleius (Ixviii. 2) and those 
of Tacitus (Ixviii. 1 and 2). If, however, there is no proof of such descent, it 
is dangerous to speak of supremacy. 

® Some Criticism of the Text of the N. T., p. 90. Similar objections have been 
made by various writers, 
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There is, I think, obvious ground for the objection to ‘ question- 
_ begging’ terms. Also Hort’s Alexandrian group may be dismissed 
without loss, since it plays a very small part in his system. 
I propose, therefore, to retain for the purpose of this inquiry 
Hort’s other three groups, to which I shall give non-committal 
names, viz. : 

X = the majority of Greek MSS. 

VER: 

Z = The ‘ Western’ family. 

I now turn to Z, the ‘Western’ family. The chief representa- 
tive of this in Greek is the Graeco-Latin MS. D, the famous codex 
Bezae, generally assigned to the sixth century, though Professor 
Burkitt argues in favour of the fifth. This is reinforced by the 
old Latin (#) and old Syriac versions ($), which represent a 
recension current in the second century a.p. Both % and & are 
composite terms. We are told by St. Jerome and St. Augustine 
that there were a number of Latin translations. St. Augustine 
says : 


Ut enim cuique primis fidei temporibus in manus venit codex 
Graecus et aliquantulum facultatis sibi utriusque linguae habere 
videbatur, ausus est interpretari. 


The chief Latin MSS. which contain versions of the Gospels are : 
a = Vercellensis, cent. iv (late). 
6 = Veronensis, cent. v/vi. 
é = Vindobonensis, cent. v. 
& = Bobiensis, cent. v. 

It will be seen that some of these rival the oldest Greek Uncials 
in point of antiquity. 

These translations have been arranged in three groups, viz. 
African, European, and Italic. The accuracy of this classification 
does not concern me. A special interest attaches to 2, which seems 
to represent the text used by Cyprian, Bishop of Carthage in the 
third century. 

The Syriac versions are represented by 

$s, Sinaiticus, cent. iv/v. 
%¢, Curetonensis, cent. v. 

There aré-also later versions, e.g. the Peshitto, a recension 
similar to Jerome’s Vulgate, said to have been made early in the 
fifth century, and the Harkleian, made in 616, which is of con- 
siderable importance in the Acts. 
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There are a. number of other versions, e.g. the Egyptian 
(Bohaeric and Sahidic), the Armenian, Ethiopic, Gothic, &c. ‘These, 
with the exception of the Bohaeric, which inclines to Y, support Z. 

The most striking fact is that the earliest Fathers all agree with 
Zz. Thus Lake, after referring to the pili, of Irenaeus 
is orececly these Fachors: eageeaily Cyprian, who apppeat to have 
habitually used a Western text of the most pronounced character 
and to have used no other.’ The quotations of Justin point to the 
same conclusion, and the Diatessaron of Tatian, a harmony of the 
Gospels formed in the second century, is a member of Z, Lake 
also finds support for Z readings in sub-apostolic literature, 
e.g. the Didache, which may belong to the first century. 

Various interpretations have been put upon these facts. The 
usual theory, held by Burgon no less strongly than by Hort, is that 
the text of the Gospels became excessively corrupt at a very early 
period, but that a few MSS. remained unpolluted. The rival 
hypothesis, held only by a few, is that Z represents the primitive 
text as opposed to recensions formed in the third or fourth 
century. 

The differences between Z and XY are most marked in the 
Acts. Here the Z readings are often so striking that many critics 
have found difficulty in believing them due to interpolation. 
F. Bornemann went so far as to maintain that in the Acts D 
preserves the original text from which the other Greek MSS. are 
derived. Lake says of him that ‘his views have never obtained 
many followers and he may be safely disregarded’. 

In recent years Blass has advanced an ingenious theory, viz. 
that in the Acts we have two recensions.' The first of these he 
supposed to have been written at Rome for the Romans, and the 
second to have been sent by him with a dedication to Theo- 
philus, a Roman official living near Caesarea. He also believed 
that St. Luke issued two editions of his Gospel. He identified 

the first edition of the Acts with the text of D, and the second 
with that of the Greek Uncials. A serious objection to this 
theory is that it does not explain the origin of the Z family in the 
other Gospels. 


* Bornemann says that he once thought that the original commentarit of 
St. Luke had been preserved by the Church, and additions in D had Le — 
from this source. This is very like Blass’ theory. 
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Professor Ramsay has called attention to minute topographical 
details in Z, to personal touches such as the use of the first person 
plural, and to the clearness of the narrative where the story is 
perplexed in the accepted text. He concludes that such 
differences are due to an interpolator who had a particularly good 
knowledge of Oriental geography and customs. Lake questions 
‘whether such good work is really that of a glossator’. 

I trust that this short sketch will suffice to group the points at 
issue. I must now refer to two circumstances which much com- 
plicate the inquiry which I have endeavoured to conduct. The 
first is the enormous wealth of evidence. When we are dealing 
with a classical author, we look on a single ninth-century MS. as 
a precious possession, and, if this is reinforced by a few scraps 
from a palimpsest, are more than content. There are, however, 
168 Uncial MSS. or fragments of Uncials, which contain portions 
of the New Testament, and some 57 of these contain substantial 
parts of it.' Also, apart from Greek MSS., we have the versions 
and patristic quotations. 

The second point is one which became obvious to me at once, 
viz. that the text of the Gospels has been transmitted through 
a series of MSS. written in extremely narrow columns.’ This 
is shown by the large number of short omissions in various MSS. 
One unit which appears throughout is one of 10-11 letters. Some 
MSS. also contain evidence of a slightly longer unit. Nowhere, 
however, do we find larger units such as 22, 28, or 35. I have 
not infrequently had to study the working of a small unit, 
when engaged upon the text of Cicero, but there the problem is 
not so complicated, since it is not necessary to assume the 
existence of many intermediate ancestors. There can, however, 
be little doubt that the Gospels were frequently reproduced. If 
so, there must be a long series of intervening copies between our 
oldest Uncials and what I will provisionally call the Archetype. 


1 Kenyon, p. 57. 

2 This fact is pointed out by Scrivener and Burgon. Scrivener, however, 
has loose ideas as to the content of a line. Thus he notes that a line has been 
lost in the case of Luke xix. 47 fep@ of 5é (8), John xii. 25 puddger adrqy (12), 
Luke xxi. 8 6 raspos Ayyuce pa) ody (18), and two lines in that of Luke xii. 52 
Zcovrat yap and Tod viv mevte ev Evi olxw Siapepeptopé— (45). Hort (p. 234) 
says of the scribe who wrote B ‘ As the longer portions of text so omitted consist 
usually either of 12-14 letters or of multiples of the same, his exemplar was 
doubtless written in lines of this length’. 
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I do not wish to disguise in any way the difficulties caused by 
this succession of MSS. in narrow columns. Ican only say that, 
while we must hesitate to refer short omissions to one particular 
ancestor, this doubt becomes steadily less as the figures grow 
larger. We must always seek light in the first place from the 
longest omissions, and then proceed to the shorter ones. If we 
can trace in them the regular operation of the same unit, we can 
draw conclusions with some degree of probability. 

The order in which I shall attempt to set forth the results 
which I obtained will not be the same as that of their discovery. 
In this I followed a very simple process, viz. the numeration of 
the letters contained by the longer passages omitted by many 
MSS. and tabulation of the figures. When I had treated in this 
way the end of St. Mark, xvi. 9-20, the secret was laid bare. 
I fear, however, that, if I proceeded at once to produce this 
evidence, many readers would suspect me of some jugglery. 
I, therefore, propose to take a longer road, in the hope that the 
argument may appear more cogent, if the same method is first 
tested upon individual MSS. If it appears to hold good in their 
case, then we may expect it to be equally valid when applied to 
the various families of MSS. 

The MSS. which I shall treat are : 

& = Sinaiticus. 

B = Vaticanus. 

%8% = Sinaiticus (Syriac). 
ik = Bobiensis. 

D = Codex Bezae. 

In my study of 8 I have derived great help from Scrivener’s 
collation. There is no similar work dealing with 4, and I had to 
put some facts together, as best I could, from Tischendorf’s 
edition of the MS. and other sources. Mrs. Lewis’s list of omis- 
sions in $8 was of great use tome, For Z, I used Scrivener’s 
Introduction and reproduction of the MS. For &, I found 
Canon Sanday’s paper upon the Greek text presupposed by it of 
great value. I also went through the text myself, and made some 
additions and corrections. I have consulted the photographic 
facsimiles of 8 BD.* 

I should have liked to examine in the same way the Alexandrinus 
(A) and the Codex Ephraemi (C), but found that the inquiry 


1 & has recently been reproduced in collotype (Turin, 1913). 
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CHAPTER. 1V 
SINAITICUS () 


THIS is written in four columns with 48 lines to the page and 
an average of 13-14 letters to the line. ‘There are corrections by 
a number of hands. These do not concern me, since they are 
chiefly variants collected from other MSS. There are indications 
that the model of NS contained some duplices lectiones, e.g. 
John xv. 20 & has vpaow, a conflation of duds and dyiv. 

The internal evidence shows that & is derived from an ancestor 
with an average of 10-12 letters to the line. 

e.g. Luke xi. 1 di8agov jas zpocetyecOa1, kabas Kai “Iwdvvys 

edidage Tots pabyras airod. 

om. kat Iwavvys (10) &. The words are necessary to the sense, 
since John has not been mentioned previously. 

John xix. 23 Kai éroinoav técoapa pépyn, ExdoTw OTpPATLOTH [MépOS, 

Kal TOV xXiTOVA" Hv Oe 6 XiToVY appados. 

om. kat Tov xiTOva (12) &. 

Sometimes we have multiples of the same unit in immediate 
proximity, e.g.: 

Mark xiii. 8 Kat Baowrela eri Baorelav: evovtar veicpot Kare 

TOTous' ExovTat ALpot. 

om. Baowreia emi (11) &. 

om. kata Torous evovTar Aipot (22) &. 

The ancestor must have had 

KQL 
Baowreva ere 
BactArevav € 
OOVTAL TELA {LOL 
5 KATO TOTOVS € 
covrat Atpou 
The scribe dropped 1. 2 and Il. 5, 6 (Zom.). 
John xii. 25 Kal 6 pucdy rH Woxnv atrod év TO Kdcpw TOvTY «is 
Conv aidviov pvdrdée airy. 
om. pudrage airyv (12) 8, destroying the sense. 
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Shortly afterwards (v. 31) we have. 
viv xplows éott rod Kécpov Tovrov: viv 6 dpywv Tod Kdcpov TovToV. 
om. viv 6 dpxwv Tod Koopov TovTov (24) & (Lom.). 
John ili. 20-1 puce? 76 dis, Kal odK epyeras rpds TO hs, va pi 
eAcyxOH Ta epya airov: 6 de roby Thy GAnOevav epyeTar mpos 
TO pds, iva pavepwOy atrod ra epya. 
OM. Kal ovK epxeTar Tpos TO Pas (22) N (hom.). 
om. 6 8 rovdv THy GAnOeLav .. . adTod Ta Epya (57) N (Lom.). 
Pete TEX 2 22, 11 x 5S Ss. 
The omissions are due to the coincidence of om. with line 
division. We may assign to this ancestor such short omissions as 
(10) Matt. xxili. 35 vv Bapaxiov,! Luke vii. 11 Kadovpevyv, 30 
eis EavTOvs, XX. 19 €yvwoay yap. 
(11) Matt. xxviii. 5 rats yuvoréi, Mark viii. 10 «is 70 wAoiov, xi. 10 
év évopart Kv, Luke ii. 12 Kal xeiuevor, ili. 1 THs “Llovdatas, 
John v. 25 kai viv éorw, Vil. 35 mpos éavrovs, xvii. 12 
dddwKds ot. 
(12) Matt. ix. 10 éyévero adrod, xxi. 17 &w THs ToAEws, Mark xii. 25 
ovre yapovow (hom.), Luke xx. 16 robs yewpyovs, John i. 20 
Kal @podroynoe, lll. I Kal elev ait@, V. 17 tS daexpivero. 
Possibly also 
(13) Luke xii. 18 xal ra dya6d, pov (hom.), xill. 25 é&w éordvan 
Kal. 
We may also compare some transpositions, e. g. : 
Matt. xiv. 1 év éxetvw TO KaupO nkovoev “Hpddys. 
S&S has nkovoev npwons 
eV EKWW TH KOL 
pw 
The ancestor appears to have had 
EV EKWO TW KALPW 
nkovaev npwons 
The scribe wrote the second line first. 
Matt. xxiii. 37 daroxteivovaa Tovs rpopyras. 
Here § has robs rpodyras (12) before dzoxreivovoa (12). Also, 
some repetitions, e. g. : 
Matt. x. 15 y9 Soddpwv Kai Toudppwv. 


& repeats yp after y7 Yodepwv kai (12). 
We may expect to find a multiple of this unit in omissions of 


1 This well-known variant is clearly due to accident. The omission would 
be very easy“after Zaxapiov. 
1655 E 


26 THE PRIMITIVE TEXT OF 


20-4 letters. ‘There is, however, the possibility that there is 
a larger unit representing an intermediate ancestor. We must, 
therefore, take into consideration omissions of 14-19 letters. The 
cases which I have noticed are: 

(14) Matt. xxvil. 45 emt racav rhv yyy. 

Xxvill. 3 fv dé 7 idéa abrod (hom.). 
Mark xiv. 71 rodrov ov Aéyere. 
Luke iii. 13. efzre pds airovs. 
(15) Matt. xvi. 9 odd pynpovevere (hom.). 
Luke vi. 14 kai BapOoAopatoy (hom.). 
(16) Matt. xxvi. 37 Kat ot rpeoBurepor. 
Mark xi. 2 rv Karévayt tpov. 
John i. 25 Kai npwrnoay airdv. 
Vill, 20 SiSdoxwv ev TO tep@ (hom.). 

(17) Mark iii. 8 Kat dad ris “Idupaias (hom.). 

Luke xvii. 12 ot éorynoav réppwbev. 

XXIV. 31 Kal éméyvwoar adrov. 

John ii. 12 Kat of pabyrat adrod. 
xvii. 17 6 Adyos 6 ads aAnOeva (hom.). 

(18) Matt. xiv. 23 daoAvcas rods dxAovs (Lom.). 

XXi. 30 6 Oé daroxpuOels elev. 
XXVil. 56 Mapia 7 Maydadnviy xai (hom.). 
Mark x. 33 Kat rots ypapparedor (hom.). 
Luke xiii. 14 év ais det epyaler Oa. 
(19) Matt. vii. 27 Kat érvevoay of dvepor (hom.). 
John viil. 35 6 vs péve eis rdv aidva. 

The cases of 19 (and even of 18) letters may be explained as 
representing two short lines of the unit previously indicated. 
Several may be explained by /om., without assistance from line 
division. Also, something must always be left to accident. At 
the same time there is, I think, ground for suspecting that a longer 
unit than ro-12 is also at work. 

I now give a list of the omissions of 20 letters and upwards. 
I do not include in this important variants shared by JZ, since 
these concern a previous stage in the development of the VY 
recension. 

(20) Mark xil. 30 Kat e& dAns THs Wuxqjs cov (hom.). 

Luke viii. 47 80 Hv airiay Haro airod. 
(2) Matt. xix. 18 ob poixetoess, od Kees (Zom.). 
xxiil. 8 tyets S& py KANOATE paBBi (hom.). 
XXIV. IO Kal puonoovow dAAnAovs. 
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(22) Matt. xxvii. 52 
‘ Mark xii. 8 
Luke xvi. 16 

John iii. 20 

(23) Luke v. 14 
John vii. 50 

ROL 

(24) Matt. xxv. 43 
Mark vi. 4 
John xii. 31 

(27) -Luke x. 37 
(28) John vi. 55 
(29) John iv. 45 
John xvi. 17 

(30) Matt. v. 45 
John iv. 4 

(32) Matt. xiii. 39 
John v. 26 


(33) John vi. 39 


(35) Matt. x. 39 


(36) Luke viii. 47 
(38) Luke x. 23 


(42) Luke xvii. 9 
(43) Matt. ix. 15 
John xv. to 


(44) Matt.xv. 18-19 


\ Mi a B} , 
kat TA pynpeta avewyOnoav (hom.). 
Kata Toros €covTat Aywol. 
Kat mas eis aidrnv Budlerar (hom.). 
Kal OvK EpxeTar Tpds TO Hds (hom.). 
detEov weavrov TO tepet Kal. 
ea 5: Oc \ SaaS: , 
6 €ADwy mpos atrov mpdrepov. 
Kat NpxXovTo «is TO pvnpetov. 
yupvos Kal od repeBadere pe (hom.). 
Tos ovyyeveow adtod, Kal év (hom.). 
viv 6 dpxwy Tov Koopov TovTov (hom.). 
kat_mrapeAOav diaxovycer adrois (hom.). 
aAnOGs ear. Bpdors Kat 7d aiwd pov (hom.). 
ed€£avTo avrov of TadtAatol, ravra. 
puKpov Kal ob Oewpetré pe, Kat modu (hom.). 
kat Bpéxet emt Sixaiovs kal ddikovs (Lom.). 
epxeTat ovy eis 7oAW THs Sapapeias (Lon.). 
Oepirpos cuvrédeva aidvds éorw: of dé (Lom.). 
M4 \ aA — » \ + > > ~ 
ovTws Kal TO VH eOwke Cwiy exew ev atToO 
(hom.). 
A an ee 
tovto O€ éeore TO O€Anpa Tod wémpavTos pe 
(hom.). 
e ¢ \ Xi ‘ 3 A 3 14 3% 4 
0 etpov THY WuyTV adTov drod€oe avTHV Kat 
(hom.). 
iSotoa, dé H yuv7 drt ob éAabe, Tpguovea 7AOe. 
\ \ ‘\ x A > sQs~ 
Kat otpadels mpos tovs pabytas Kat idiay 
elie. 
V4 We 3 a Y a ty \ 5 
oUTW Kal dpels OTav ToLnoNTE TavTA TA d.LA- 
taxOévra (hom.). 
2 , NX e ht oy 3 re > ) lal 
eAevcovrar Sé jucpar Orav arapOy ax aitav 
6 vupios (hom.). 
éav Tas évroAds pou THPHONTE pevetTe ev TH 
ayaan pov (hom.). 
eSépxeTat, KaKEiva KOLVOL TOV GVOV. éK yap TAS 
kapoias (4om.). 


With this we may compare an addition to'an earlier verse in : 


Ze \ 3 , > \ / ~ x —_.. DW Vs iN 
Vv. II ov To ELT EPKOMEVOV €lS TO OTOPa KOLVOL TOV QAVOV" a TO 


a / aA a Sy — 
EKTOPEVOMEVOV EK TOU OTOMATOS, TOVTO KOLVOL TOY GVOV. 


Here WN inserts rotro 


after ro ordua. This is taken from what 


follows, ordparos rotro xowot. The intervening words xowvot 
Tov avov tO Tod orduaros = 45 letters. The ancestor seems to 


have had 
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Kowvot Tov avov (13) 
adXa To exo (TO) 
pevopevov ex (11) 
Tov oropatos (IT) 
5 TovTo Kowor (11) 
TOV ayvov 
The scribe looked forward and inserted rotro from 1. 5. 
(45) Luke xii. 52 gcovrar yap amd tod viv révre ev Evi oiKd dia- 
pepeptaope— (hom.). 
The telescoped passage is of special interest. The ancestor 
must have had 
diaprepiopov (11) 
ecovrat yap (10) 
amo Tov vuv zev (12) 
TE ev evt oLKw (IT) 
5 Siapepwepio pe (12) 
vot Tpets emt (11) 
duct 
The scribe looked forward from 1. 1 to 1. 5 and wrote é&a- 
fepirpov vou Tpeus emt Svar (om. med.). 
John ix. 38 6 de édy, muvrevw, Ke Kal TpoceKivyncey aiTa. Kal 
elev 6 is. 
(47) Mark vi. 8 éfovelay tév FOV Tv aKxabdptwr- Kal Tapry- 
yetrev abrots (hom.). 
With this I would compare a corruption in Luke ii. 36. Here 
& has 
Soh tapaee 
pera. avdpos ern 
f aro trys raphe 
as auTys Kal avTn 
xnpa 
Here yp is an anticipation of y7pa, which occurs 47 letters below. 
This indicates in an ancestor : 
fnoaca pera av (12) 
dpos ern C ao (11) 
Ts wapOevias (12) 
avTys Kau avTy (12) 
5 xNpa 
The scribe looked on five lines and then corrected his error. 
(50) Matt. xxiv. 35 6 Ovvos Kat yf mapededoovta, of dé Adyor 
uov ov py Tapeh Owor. 


we 
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(54) Luke x. 32 dpoiws 8€ kat Aevitys xara tov térov éAOdv Kat 

idov Eerag hey, ene Js 
Luke xiv. 15 paxdpios doris payerar dprov év tH Bacirela rod 
Ov. 6 88 trey air (hom.). 

(57) John iii. 21 6 8 roudv rhv éAjOeav epyerar rpds Td Has iva 

pavepwO7 airod ra epya (hom.). 

(60) Matt. v. 19 ds 8’ dy roujon Kal SiddEp, obtos péyas KAnOjreraL 
év TH Bacir<ia Tov Ovvev (hom.). 

(61) Mark vi. 28 kat dareNOdv daexepddioev abrov év rH dvdaKh, 
kal nveyKe THV Kepadny adtod (hom.). 

(62) Mark x. 30 oikdéas kat dSeAdois kal édeA@as kal wpas kal réxva 
Kal dypovs, peta Swwypadv. 

(64) Luke xvii. 35 gcovra: S¥0 dAjOovoea ext 7d abrd- 4 pia 
rapadnpOyncerat, 7 de érépa apeOjoetar (Lom.). 

(71) Matt. xxvi. 62-3 ode dmroxpivy; ri obtol cov Katapaptupotow ; 
6 62 tS éovwrra. Kal 6 dpxepeds eirev aia (hom.). 

John xvi. 15 wavra doa eye 6 Tp éud eote: did TodTO eto, Oru ék 
TOU 40d Aap Bdve, Kal dvayyedrcd tyuiy (hom.). 

With these I would compare a dittography in Luke xvii. 16 
kal érecev eri Tpocwrov Tapa TOS TOdaS aLTOD EdyapiCTOY aiTe Kal 
abros Hv Sapapeirys (72). 

The passage is written twice. 

(84) Mark x. 35-7 6 éav airjowpev oe, roujons Hiv. 6 dé etrev 
avrots, Te OédeTe morjoai pe tpiv; of de eirov ait@, Ads jpir, 
iva (hom.). 

With this we may compare a corruption in 

John iv. 16-17 Aé€ye adry 6 Is, ‘ mays eanoe TOV hope cov, 
Kat €XOe evOade. arrexplOn 7 yuvi) Kal eirev air, Ov« Ew dvdpa. 
héyer adrH 6 Is, Kadds eizras. 

Here 8 has «aA before traye. This is an anticipation of Kadds 
which comes after the second A¢ye airy 6 Is. The intervening 
words traye . . . abrf 6 Is consist of 84 letters. 

(92) Mark i. 32-4 kat rods daporiGopevous. kal 7 modus OAn ert 
ovvnypevyn hv Tpos tiv Otpay. Kal €Oepdrrevoe TOAAOYS KaKds 
éxovras (Aom.). 

& also omits wouxiAous vooos (15), but this seems a separate 
omission. ‘Tischendorf says ‘ ¢ransiluit a xaxds éxovras pr. (i.e. 
before kal rods dapovl.) ad kakds éxovras sec... The whole passage 
is supplied by a corrector at the foot of the page. 

(101) John xx. 5 od pevror ciondAOev. epxerar ody Kat Sipwv Ilérpos 
axodov9ay atr@, kal eiondOev eis TO pvypetov Kal Oewpet ra 
dOdvia Keiweva, (hom.), 
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(192) John xix. 20 rodrov oty tov tirhov TodAol dvéyvwcav Tov 
"lovdaiwy, dru éyyds Hv & Toros THs ToAEws, Gov éotavpwOy 6 
Is: kal fv yeypappevoy “EBpaiori, ‘Pwpaicri, “EAAqnoti. 
édcyov ody TG TiAdrw of apyiepeis tav “lovdalwy, My ypade, 
‘O Bacwreds tdv lovdaiwy (hom.). 

The first point which strikes one in this list is the extraordinary 
number of omissions from 4om. There appear to be no less than 
48 examples, without including corruptions due to the same 
cause. Scrivener (p. xv) says that there are 115 examples of 
such omission in the New Testament. It is obvious that the 
scribe either of &, or of an intermediate ancestor, was peculiarly 
prone to these omissions. 

In the second place there are some curious coincidences, such 
as two omissions of 71 letters, together with the repetition of 
72 letters. The omissions of 42 to 47 letters are interesting, on 
account of the telescoped passage Luke xii. 52 (45), and the 
corruption in Luke ii. 36, where xyp is inserted 47 letters too 
soon. Also, there is an omission of 84 letters, together with a 
similar anticipation of xa from xaAds, which occurs 84 letters 
further on (John iv. 16-17). 

The larger numbers are instructive, viz.: 

60-4 (4 examples). 
71 (2 examples). 
84 (cf. John iv. 16-17). 
92. 
Iol. 

Here the gradual increase suggests that one additional line has 
been lost in each case. 

It is also interesting to notice that the largest number, 192, is 
exactly three times 64 (Luke xvii. 35) and a little more than twice 
g2 (Mark i. 32). 

I now proceed to notice some interesting corruptions: 

John vii. 27 6 8& Xpwrrds drav epyytat. 

Here & has 

0 XS oray «AOn py TALOVa ONpULa. TOLNTEL Nn OTAY EPYNTaL 

This comes from v. 31 6 Xs drav €XOy, pH TAcLova, oNpeta ToujoeL 
Gv ovTos érolyncer ; 

The intervening words 6 8 xX$ drav épyynrat (v. 27) to eis adrdv. 
kal édeyov (v. 31) contain 337 letters. With this we may compare 
84 in Mark x. 35, John iv. 16 (84x 4 = 336). 

John ix, 10 éAeyov oby abr, lds otv avewxOnoav cov of dpbadpol ; 
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After éXeyov ov & inserts o vovdaro. This appears to come 
from vy. 18 ériorevoay ovv of “Iovdato. The intervening words 
até ras . . . éxiorevoay otv (vy. 18) contain 683 letters. It is 
interesting to notice that this is a little more than twice 337 
(337 X 2 = 674). 

It is tempting to suppose that 337-41 represents a column in 
a previous MS. 

I have noticed two other cases of repetition, which are interesting 
in view of the shorter omissions, viz. : 
Luke i. 41 éoxiprnce 75 Bpédos év rH Kowdia. airijs. 
Here & adds év dyahAwioe after éoxipryoe. The words come 
from v. 44 éoxiprycev év ayaddidoe 76 Bpepos év TH Korda pov. 

The intervening words 76 Bpédos (v. 41) .. . éoxiprnoev (v. 44) 
contain 238 letters. With this we may compare the three omissions 
of 60-2 letters (60 x 4 = 240). 

Luke xii. 29 py nretre ti paynre, kal ri winte. 
After rinre & adds pydé té cHpatt. The words come from y. 22 
py pepyvare TH Woyxy, Ti payyte pnde TO THpaTt por, Ti evdvonobe. 

The intermediate passage pndé r6 odpari (v. 22). .. Ti paynre 
(v. 29) consists of 556 letters. With this we may compare the 
omissions of 71 letters in Matt. xxvi. 62, and the dittography of 
71 letters in Luke xvil. 16 (7o x 8 = 560). 

There are some significant passages in which & appears to 
emend after an omission, viz. : 

Matt. xiv. 26 kal iddvres adrov of pabyrai. 
Here & has iddvres d¢ atdréy without of palyrai. Apparently d¢ 
was inserted after the omission. 

Mark xiv. 58 jets qxovoapery adrod éyovTos. 
For this & substitutes «irev. This appears to be an insertion to 
give a construction. 

John xx. 4 cal 6 ddXos pabyris tporddpape |] mpooddpape Sé &. 

We find in & certain additions which do not occur in B. The 
most striking case is: 

Matt. viii. 13 Kat eimev 6 Inoots 7G Eéxatovtdpyw, "Yraye, os 

eriorevoas yevnOytw cor. Kai iaOy 6 mais év TH dpa éxeivy. 

Here & adds xat troarpépas 6 éxatovrapxos eis TOV olkov adrod év 
aity TH Spa etpev Tov waida jyvaivovra (so also C). 

The words add nothing to the sense, and seem a clear case of 
interpolation from 

Luke vii. 10 kal troorpéWavres cis Tov otkov of TeupOevres ebpov 


\ QA e , 
Tov dovAoV vytatvovTa. 
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Minor cases, shared with a few other MSS., are: 

Matt. ix. 24 od yap dréBave 7O Kopdovov adda Kabedde| add. 

eiddres Ott dméGavev BN. 

ib. 35 Kal racav paraxiay| add. kal jKorovdynoav aired &. 

Mark ii. 16 edeyov tots pabyntais avrod br] add. 6 diddoKados 

tpov Re 

ib. x. 28 jKoArovbjKapév cor] add. ri dpa éorar Hpiv &. 

The following list of omissions, not shared by 2, may be useful 
as a supplement to those already mentioned. Most of them are 
important variants shared by many authorities : 

(10) Mark xiv. 72 éx devrépov om. NL. 

John xiii. 10 7) Tovs rddas om. & Tert. Orig. 

(11) John xiii. 26 AapBdver kai om. & Z. 

(13) Matt. xv. 31 KvAdAods byreis om. RLS. 

(14) Matt. xxiil. 4 xal dvoBaorakta om. NLS, alii. 

(16) Luke xii. 39 eypyyopnoer av Kai om. 8 Z, aliz. 

(18) Matt. vi. 15 7a waparrépara abrov om. SY, alii. 

(23) Luke xxiv. 51 xat dvedépero eis tov ovvov om. & Z. 

(31) Matt. xix. 9 Kat 6 droAekupevnv yapnoas poryarat om. S Z, alit. 

(34) Johniv.9 od yap cvyxpavrau lovdaitor Sapapetrasom. SD tare, 


Note.—While this work was being read for press, my attention 
was drawn by Professor Burkitt to the Rev. H. S. Cronin’s paper 
in the Journal of Theological Studies xiii, pp. 563-71 (1911/12). 
Mr. Cronin has anticipated me in pointing out that & is derived 
from a MS. which contained on an average eleven letters to the 
line. The only difference between us is that he considers each 
Gospel, as found in 8, to have been taken from a separate 
papyrus, and confines his conclusions to St. John. He has dealt 
with most of the passages from St. John which figure in my list 
and adds a few which I had not noticed. The fact that two 
inquirers working independently have arrived at similar results is, 
I think, good evidence for the soundness of the method which we 
have employed. 


CHAPTER. V 


VATICANUS (2) 


& is written in three columns, with 42 lines to the page 
and an average of 16-17 letters to the line. As compared 
with &, B is a reticent witness. It is, however, clear that it is 
derived from an ancestor containing 10-12 letters to the line. 

(2) We have two telescoped passages, where a line has fallen 
out, viz. : 

Matt. x. 14 kal 0s éay py Séénrou bpas. 

Here 3? gives kat os av pas om. med. The model must have 

had Kau OS av 
py SeEnrae v (10) 
pas 

Luke xvi. 1 dvackxopri{wy Ta trdpyovta attod Kai. 

B* has dvacxopmilwv ta vm Kar om. med. The model must have 
had ; dia 

oKoptiwv Ta. vt 
apXoVvTa QvTOV 
KQL 4 _ 

Tischendorf here says ‘ad vrapyov B® suppl. ta avtov’. It 
will be seen, however, from the facsimile that what B? adds is 
apXoV avTov. 

The following omissions of &, or 6’, against &, may represent 
lines of the model. 

Matt. xii. 38 xat Bapicaiwv (12) om. B. 
xili. 17 Kal dixasoe (10) om. B?. 
xxv. 40 ddeAghav pov tav (13) om. B. 
Xxvi. 4 Kamoxteivwow (13) om. Br. - 
Mark — i. 35 xal darpdOev (10) om. B (hom.). 
_ 40 Kai yovurerav ! (12) om. B. 
vi. 17 Thy yovaika (10) om. B'. 
XV. 10 of dpxuepeis (11) om. B (hom.). 


1 So N, Kal yovumer@y avbrév aliz, 
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Luke vi. 26 of apes airav (11) om. B. 
Vill. 45. Kal of ovv ado (12) om. B. 
ix. 2 tods doOeveis' (12) om. B. 
X. 38 eis THv oixiav® (12) om. B. 
XVil. 23 py GaédOyrte (10) om. B. 
Xxill. 38 yeypappevy (10) om. B. 
There are also some which & shares with other authorities, e.g. : 
Matt. xxvil. 24 rod dixafov (10) om. B.D S8 Arm. 
Mark x. 19 yu) droorepnons (13) om. BG $8 Diat. Arm. Clem. 
Possibly, we should add : 
Mark xiii. 33 kal mpooedxecbe (14) om. BD Leck, 
Luke xvii. 24 ev rij jpépa abrod (14) om. BDLE. 
(2) Two lines. 
The most noticeable case is: 
John ix. 7 darAdOev ov Kai évivaro Kai #AOe Bréruv. 
Here B gives drpidev Bdrérwv om. med. (20), a reading which is 
without sense, 
Other examples are : 
Mark x. 46 xai epyovras els ‘Tepixs (20) om. B'. 
John i. 13 od82 ék OeAjparos avSpéds (21) om, B’ Clem. Eus. 
ix. 36 daexpiOn éxelvos cal ete (2 2) om. B. The omission 
is disguised by the insertion of éy after kal ris éorw. 
(c) Three lines. 
John xvii. 15 ot épwrd iva dpys abrods éx rod Kdcpov, add’ ta 
TNPHTYS adbrovs éx Tod rovynpod. 
B" has OUK EpwTw wa ap 
NS QUTOUS EK TOV TO 
Vnpov 
om. med. (30). 
The model must have had 
va apys 
QUTOUS EK TOV 
koopov adda 
wa THPHONS 
5 QuTous €k TOV 
ToVvnpov 
The writer glanced from é« rod in 1, 2 to é« rod in 1, 5, and he 
left out the three intervening lines. 


1 So N, rods doOevovrTas alzt. 
2 So N, els rov olroy aizhs alit. 
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Luke vii. 16 ta of eioropevduevor BACrwor 7d PAs (31). 
Cf. Acts xxili. 28 BovAdpevds te ervyvavar tHv airiav 80 Hv éve- 
KaAOvY avTO KaTHyayov abrov eis TO ouvEedpiov abrav. 
B omits xarpyayov . . . abradv (33) om. 
(@) Four lines. 

Matt. x. 37 ov« gore pou agwos’ Kat 6 puidv w 7H Ovyarépa irép 

€ue ovK ete pov duos. 

B' omits cai 6 pirdv ... d&vos (42) hom. 

Here the Oxyrhynchus papyrus 1170, cent. v, also omits the next 
clause kai Os od AapBave Tov oTpy adtod Kat adkorovbel dricw pov, 
ovk éore pov aévos (62), which makes a total omission of 104, 

I have noticed two cases of dittography which admit of similar 
explanation, viz. : 

Matt. xxi. 4 wAnpwO7 7d fnOev dia Tod (20) bes scr. 

John xvii, 9 Kéy dréoretra, adrods eis TOV Koopov (31) dis scr. 
On the other hand we have 

Luke i. 37 dre ob ddvvaryoer (16) dis scr. 

This may be due to accident or may indicate an immediate 
ancestor with a slightly longer line. The example from John xvii. 9 
(31) might also = 2x16. 

_ Some transpositions of B admit of an easy explanation, e. g. : 

John xix. 21 cipi trav “Iovdaiwy] trav “Iovdaiov eipi B. 

Here, cié, after omission, has been inserted after trav “Iovdaiwv 
(x1). 
So also of NB, e.g. : 
John xviii. 22 ets tOv bryperdv wapertyKds| cls TaperTyKwS TOV 
bayperov NB. Here rapeoryxods (10) has similarly been inserted 
in the wrong place. 
I append a list of important omissions which B shares with 
other authorities, not X. 
(28) Luke xi. 11 dprov pa AlOov emidadoa aitd; 7 Kai om. 
BS, alit. 

(31) Luke viii. 43 larpots mpocavaddécaca ddov tov Biov om. 
B S38 € Arm. 

(36) Luke xi. 2 yevnOjrw 7d PéAnpa cov ds ev dvVO Kal emt (so 
NAD, eri rhs cett.) yjs om. BS Arm., aliz. 

(42) Luke xxiii. 34 6 82 Is eheye, TP does adrois* od yap oidacr 

ri rovovor om. BDU 38 &, 

(43) ib. 38 ypdéppacw “EdAnvicois Kal ‘Pwpaixois cat ‘EBpaixots 

om. BL SE, 

Omissions common to 8 & will be treated later on. 


CHAPTER VI 
Ss 


Tuis is a MS. of very great interest. It belongs to Z, but has 
some Y readings, e.g. it omits St. Mark xvi. 9-20. The other 
MS. which contains the old Syriac version, the Curetonensis (3°), 
is purely ‘ Western’. I have selected %8 for examination, since 
Mrs. Lewis’s list of its omissions from the text of W-H. renders 
the task easy. The Greek text on which it is founded can be 
inferred with some certainty, since, like all the versions, it is 
a word for word translation. 

%® is very valuable for the purpose of this inquiry, since no 
special sanctity has been attached to its text. I have, therefore, 
no preconceived opinions to encounter. Also, it omits with the 
greatest freedom. 

I must first exclude from the discussion well-known passages 
omitted by a number of authorities, since these go back to an 
earlier stage in the development, e.g. Matt. xvi. 2, xxi. 44, 
xxvil. 49; Mark ii. 14,15; Luke xxii. 32, xxiii. 34: also, passages 
omitted by Z or members of Z, e. g. Matt. ix. 34; Luke xix. 25 ; 
John xii. 8. Also all passages where Aramaic words are trans- 
lated into Greek, e.g. Matt. xxvii. 33; Mark vii. 34, xv. 34; 
John i. 38, 41, 1x. 7, xi. 16, xx. 16, 24, xxl. 2, since these are con- 
sistently omitted. I can only suppose that the readers for whom 
the version was made did not require a translation. 

Mrs. Lewis has drawn attention to an example where 38 appears 
to omit a line of an ancestor, viz.: 

Matt. xviii. 19 wadw déyw iptv, dre edav dVo tudv cupduvicwrw 

ert THs ys wept TavTos Tpayparos. 
The Syriac for this is said to be: 

‘ Again verily I say unto you they shall agree upon earth about 

everything’. 

There is here no equivalent for dr éay dvo tyav (13). The 
omission is assisted by “om. 


1 W-H. here read méAw A€éyw dpiv ri dy Sv0 ovppovhowor ef iuav, and 
Mrs. Lewis treats the omission as one of dr édy 840, The omission, however, 
is simplified if we adopt the usual reading (iptv) d71 éay v0 bpar. 


ee 
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The number and character of the shorter omissions may be 
seen from John xi, viz.:1 
I ék THs Kdpys (10) 
THs GdeApis aris (15) 
7 €reta pera Todro (15) 
II Kal pera Todro (12) 
12 ovv of pabyrai (12) 
13 THS Kownoews (12) 
IQ Tept TOU adeAod (14) 
24 dvaorynoerat (11) 
28 ryv ddeAdyv adris (15) 
31 ovv “Tovdaior ot dvtes pet airas ev TH oixia (35) 
32 idotea atrov (11) 
39 7 adeAGy TOU TeTEAEUTNKOTOS (24) 
42 Tov Twepiectora (13) 
45 Kal Ocardpevor 0 éroinoev (22) 
51 Tov éviavtod éxeivov (18) 
55 tov lovdatwr (11) 
‘mpd Tod maoxa (11) 
56 éornkores, ti (11) 
Here we have one omission of 1o and 5 of 11, with which we 
may compare two of 22; 3 of 12, with which we may compare 
one of 24, and one of 35. ‘The natural inference is that at the 
back of % there is an ancestor with an average of 11 letters to 
the line. It does not follow that this was the immediate ancestor, 
and the longer omissions (14-18) may possibly represent lines in 
the model before the writer. 
8 has an interesting series of dislocations in John xviii. 13-24, 
which are written thus : 
13 Kal Hyayov. .. eviavtod éxeivou (77) 
24 dméoreiAev otv .. . TOV apxLepéa (55) 
14-15 jv O& Kadgas . . . Tod dpyrepews (192) 
19-23 6 ovv dpyrepeds.. . Th we Sepers ; (427) 
16-18 6 8é Iérpos . . . Oeppouvdpevos (317) 
Pere ft x5 = 55. 16X77 = 77, 11X17 = 187, 11 X 29 = 319, 
Ti X 30 = 420. 
I have noticed 485 cases—exclusive of those especially excepted 


1] have omitted three cases given by Mrs. Lewis, viz.: 3 airév Aéyouoa, 
5 kal THY adeAp HY adTHs Kai, 31 Taxéws avéorn, since these are variants rather 
than omissions. 
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—(cf. supra), where $8 omits ro letters and over. The smaller 
omissions present a welter of confusion, viz.: 


letters one ‘letters examples letters examples 
ie) 74 20 II 30 2 
II 61 21 II RE 6 
12 61 22 10 Be 2 
13 46 23 8 33 2 
14 29 24 7 34 - 
15 3? ay 5 35 : 
16 19 26 6 36 2 
17 18 27 5 37 4 
18 18 28 4 38 alle 
19 12 29 2 39 I 


I would merely point out the great number of omissions of 
10-12 letters (196), the corresponding omissions of 20-2 letters 
(32) and the six omissions of 31 letters. For further light we 
must go to the longer omissions. These are: 

(41) Mark xv. 42 kal 3y dias yevopevys, eel hv mapackevy, o 

eot tpocdBBarov. 
‘ And it was the Sabbath’ 3s, 

This telescoped passage is very instructive. It points to the 
following distribution in an ancestor : 

KQL 
dn owas ye (10) 
vopevns emet (11) 
nv mapackev (10) 
n 0 ext po (10) 
oa Bartov 
The copyist has omitted four lines of his model. 

(41) Other omissions of this length are :* 

Mark ix. 3 ofa yvadeds eri rhs ys od dUvarat ovTws AevKavat. 
Luke vi. 40 katypticpevos Sé mas Eta ds 6 duddoKados avrod 
(Zom.). 

(43) John x. 35 et éxeivous elev bus mpos ovs 6 Aayes tov Ov 

eyévero. 

(44) Mark xvi. 8 dad rod pvypeiov, ciyev yap abrais tpdmos Kal 

éxoTacts. 

Luke vi. 32 kal yap of duaprwrot rods dyaravras adtovs dyaraow. 

John xvi. 3 kal radra roujcovoew drt ovK éyvwcay Tov TPA OvdE epe. 


! The text used is that of W-H. 


vrs 


% 
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(46) Luke xx. 19 éyywoay yap dri pds aitods rev riv Tapa- 
— Body ravrny. 

(47) gous i. 40 dv0 TOV axovedvTwy apa “Iwdvov Kal dxohovby- 
cdvtwv aird. 

(48) Matt. iv. 24 SapoviLopévous Kat ak ee kal Trapa- 
Avtikovs. 

(49) Mark vii. 8 dpevres tiv evrodny rod Ov Kparetre tiv mapd- 
doow rdv avov (hom.).! 
John xx. 7 6 jv ert rhs Kehadijs atrod, od peta Tov dOoviwy 
ketpevov add. 

(50) Luke xxiii. 51 otros ot jv ovvkararebeipévos TH Bovdy Kal 
TH mpager adtav. 

(51) John v. 12 nparnoav airov, Tis éorw 6 aves 6 ecirdv cot, 
*Apov kal wepumdre; (hom.). 

(54) Matt. xxii. 4 7d dpiordv pou Hrotpaxa, of radpol pov Kal To 
ourioTa TeOvpeva, Kai. 

(65) Luke xii. 9 6 8 dpyvyodpevds pe evorioy Tov avov dmapvnOy- 
cerar evioriov Tav ayyéAwv 70d Ov (hom.). 

(70) Luke xiv. 27 dats ob Baordle tov GTpy Eavrod Kai epyera 
drriow pov, ov Sivarat eival pov pabynrys (hom.). 

(83) Matt. v. 47 kal éay aordonobe Tors adeAgods tyudv povor, TL 
TEPLOTOV TOLETE ; OVX Kal ot EOyiKol TO adTd ToLovoW ; 

(128) Matt. v. 30 kal «i 7) deft cov yelp oxavdadiler oe, éxxoov 
avTiv Kal Bare arb cod, cvupéeper yap cor iva aardAnTa ev TOV 
pedOv cov Kal py OAov TO THpd Gov eis yeevvav aren (hom.). 

(132) John xiv. 10-11 7a pyyata & eyo Néyw ipiv da ewavtod od 
hada’ 6 Se wp ev Evol pevwv wore? Ta Epya aitod. miorederé 
prot OTe ey év TO Tpt kal 6 wp ev mol ct Se uy, Oud TA epya 
avra TLoTEvETE. 

(167) Matt. vi. 5 kal dravy mpocedyyobe, odk eoecbe ws of broxpt- 


‘° 


‘, g la) 2 a a ee an s n 
tai’ oT. didovow év Tals cvvaywyais Kal év Tals ywvials TOV 
mraredav éeaTares Tporet’yecOa, drws PavGow Tois Gros 
DEN / ea Peay X \ 2A 
apay A€yw Spiv, dmréxovor Tov pur Oov adrav. 

(262) Luke xxiii. 10-12 torjxecav dé of dpxuepeis Kal of ypap- 
pareis edrovws KaTyyopodvTes adrov. efovfevyoas Se airov 6 
¢ , ny AN ~ 4 > a \ 2 / re 
Hpadys ovv rots otparevpacw atrod Kal éumaitas repBadov 
eoOjra Napmpay avereupev adrov TO edo. éyévovro be idou 
6 re “Hpwdns kat 6 IeAGros év airy TH Huepa per’ GAAHAwY" 
mpovmnpxov yap év éxOpa dvres mpos atrovs. 


1 $* also omits the following words xat éAcyev avrots (15), but this seems to 


be a separate omission. 
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The first point to notice here is that 262. is intermediate 
between 128x 2 (= 256) and 132x2 (= 264) so 167 is very 
nearly twice 83. If we divide 132 by 2 we have 66, for which we 
may compare 65 (Luke xii. 9). So if we divide 83 by 2, we have 
41-2, for which there are four examples, the most notable being 
the telescoped passage Mark xv. 42. 

If again we divide 66, the result is 33. For this we have two 
examples, viz. : 

Matt. xxiv. 30 xal rére kdfovrar Tava at pudal tis yas (Lom.). 

Mark xi. 8 dAdo 88 oriBddas Kdpavres ex TOV aypav (hom.). 
These are reinforced by two of 32, viz. : 

Luke vii. 7 815 odd éuavrov Aéiwoa mpds o& eAOetv (hom.). 

John xvi. 25 otkére év rapoupiats AaAnow tyiv adda. (hom.). 

Also by seven of 31, viz. : 
Matt. viii. 5 cioeAOdvros Sé airod cis Kadapvaovp. 
Xill. 15 Kat émuorpéepwow Kal idcopar adrovs. 
xxii. 24 kal dvaorice: oreppa TO G5eAPO aitod (hom.). 

Mark xiv. 65 kat wepuxadirrew airod 7o mpdcwrov (hom.). 

Luke xx. 11 kat dripdoavres éfaréotedav Kevov. 

John iv. 24 rods rpookvvotvras airév’ va 5 Os, kai (hom.). 

V. 10 TO reOeparevpévy, SaBBardv eorw, Kai. 

From 31-3 we go back to 20-2 (32 examples), and finally to 
10-12 (196 examples). There thus appears to be a common 
unit, which runs through most of these omissions. It must not 
be inferred for a moment that I wish to explain a// the shorter 
omissions in this way. Much must have been due to accident. 
As, however, the omissions become longer, the hypothesis of 
mere accident, apart from line-division, becomes less likely. Also, 
I must repeat what I have previously indicated, that in all 
probability most of the omissions were made in a previous copy. 
The omissions of 14-16 letters (78) seem too numerous for 
explanation by accident, and I think it more likely that the 
immediate model was written in this formation. If so, some of 
the larger numbers may be multiples of 14-16, not of ro-12. 
This is a point which it is impossible to settle, where we are 
concerned with such small units. The internal evidence is in 
favour of attributing most of them to the operation of the smaller 
unit. The point upon which I lay stress is the extraordinary way 
in which the omissions hang together and the connexion becomes 
most evident in the case of the longest, where accident is least 
likely to have been the cause. 
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There is an interesting omission coupled with transposition in 
Mark vi. 22-3: 

-— alrnodv pe 8 edy Oédys, Kat Sdow col. Kal dporey adr@ St.°O edv 
pe aitnoys, doow coi, ews Hyicods THs BaciAcias pov. 
For this 38 has 

‘Ask of me and I will give thee even unto the half of my 
Kingdom, and he sware with an oath’. This seems to indicate 
the following arrangement (after éay OéAys) in an ancestor : 

Kat docw aol 

KQL WLOTEV AUTH 
OTL O €aV ME aL 

Tnons Swow cor 

5 €ws nuLoous TIS 
Bacireas pov 

The scribe passed from the first décw coi to the second, and 
kat Sporev abr_ was subsequently inserted after 1. 6. 

There is a famous variant in Matt. xxvii. 17 

tiva Oédere arodvow ipiv ; BapaBBav ; 77) Iv tov Aeyomevov Xv; 
which now admits of easy explanation. 

Here $s has (so also in v. 16) "Inootdv BapaBBav, so also Arm., 
Origen, and some minuscules. Tregelles has already suggested 
that w is a dittography of the last two letters in ipivy. If the 
passage were written, 


Vv 
pw BapaBBar (11) 
nw 
it is obvious that the mistake might easily arise. 
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Turs MS. comes from Bobbio, and is connected by tradition 
with St. Columban.' Its importance lies in the fact that its text 
agrees with the quotations of Cyprian. It, therefore, represents the 
‘ African’ branch of the Latin family. 

HZ js written in long lines with an average of about 26 letters to 
the line, and has 14 lines to the page. It contains Matt. i. 1— 


ili, 10, iv. 2—xiv. 17, xv. 20-36; Mark viii. 8-11, 14-16, Vili. 


I9—xVi. 9. 
There is clear evidence that it was immediately copied from 
a Latin ancestor? with an average of 14-15 letters to the line. 
This is shown by some passages which the first writer has omitted, 
and a corrector has added. They are marked by symbols for 
omission, viz. ha (? hic adde) in the text and hs (= hic supple) or 
hv (? hic vide) in the margin or at the foot of the page. I have 
noticed the following : 
(14) Matt. ii, 2 eius in orientem. 
15 ut adimpleretur. 
Mark xvi. 8 praedicationis. 
(27) Matt. ii. 2 et uenimus adorare eum cum audis—. 
This is interesting, since the passage has been ‘telescoped’. 
(31) Matt. xii, 27 neque patrem agnoscit nisi filius et. 
(45) ,, xii. 7 in spinas et ascenderunt spineae et suffoca- 
uerunt ea. 
(63) Matt. x. 4 et in ciuitatem samaritanorum ne introieritis. 
Ite magis per oues perditas. 
The only supplements which I have not iccuaed in this list 


1 R. Beer has recently given reasons for thinking that 2, together with other 
old MSS., came to Bobbio from the collection of Cassiodorus (Akad. Wissen- 
schaft, Wien, 1911, pp. 78-104). 

2 The presence of a Latin ancestor is also shown by duplices dectiones, 
e.g. f. 18 recto, 1. 14 cogitapuntbant. A previous MS, must have had 

bant 
cogitarunt, 
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are, Matt. vi. 3, guid faciat dextra tua (19), which may possibly 


_represent an unusually long line, and xiii. 32, the single word 


holertbus. The others manifestly go together. Thus 27 is nearly 
twice 14 (3 examples) : 63 is nearly twice 31 (15 x 2 = 30) : so 
45 = 15 X3- 

Beyond the immediate ancestor there is a Greek original. 
Canon Sanday in an admirable Appendix! deals with the Greek 
text presupposed by % The list of omissions which he gives is 
particularly useful. It is obvious that & omits very freely. 
Sanday notices a number of cases which he thinks due to an 


attempt to abridge the text. 


I exclude from the discussion omissions of % which are shared 
by Yand other MSS., since these concern an earlier stage in the 
history of the text, e. g.: 

Matt. v. 44 etAoyeire ... pucodvras tas, ib. ernpeaLovrov bas 
Kal, XV. 31 KvAAOvs vyvets, Mark ix. 29 kat vyoreia, ib. 44 
and 46 dmov 6 oxoAné.. . oBévvutat, Xi, 26 ef Se tpeis.. 
Dpov. 

The omissions show that the Greek original had an average of 
10-12 letters to the line. I quote the following examples: 
(10) Matt. vil. 11 wéom paddov. 
xil. I Kat npgavo. 
Mark xi. 8 eis ripv ddov. 
31 éay etrwper. 
Xlli. 37 ypyyopetre. 

I have not included in this list Matt. iv. 17 peravoetre, since the 
omission is shared by %, Clem. Orig. Eus. 

(11) Mark ix. 10 ov€nrodvres. 

xl. 6 kal pépovorr. 
xli. 4 Kal pripacay. 
(12) Matt. v. 33 rods dpyxaiovs. 
Mark xii. 2 Tod épeddvos. 
Possibly we should include omissions of g letters, viz. : 

Matt. xi. 1 Scardcowy, xii. 2 €v caBBarw, 30 cxopri¢e, Mark xii. 
g ri romoe, 19 diddoKadre, xiii. 9 Sapyoerbe, XIV. 51 emi 
yupvov. 

Also, of 13 letters, viz. : 

Matt. vi. 20 Kal «dérrovow, Mark ix. 5 Kat daoxpibeis, xX. 17 

mpordpapov Kai, 


1 Old Latin Biblical Texts, ii, pp. 119-21. 
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I now add the multiples : 


Two LINES. 
(20) Matt. iv, 24 Kat eOepdrevoey adtovs. 
Mark x. 37 kabicwper év tH 8dEn cov. 
46 6 vs Tiywaiov Bapripaios. 
XVi. 2 dvateiAavTos TOD HALov. 

(21) Mark xv. 34 6 éore pebepunvevopevov. 

The instance given from Mark x. 37 is very instructive, since 
the reading of & does not give any sense. The Greek original, 
which I will term A, appears to have had 

wa eis €k deét (12) 
wv cov Kat ets (11) 
e€ evovvpor (10) 
kabiowpev ev (11) 
5 7 d0éy cov (9) 
o O€ ts euzrev (10) 
For this & gives 
da nobis ut unus a dextram 
et unus a sinistra. his autem 
respondens dixit 
The writer omitted Il. 4-5. 


THREE LINEs. 


Mark xi. 10. Here X seems to have had 
evAoynpevos o 

EPXOMEVOS EV 

OVOMaTL KU 

evdoynpevn 

7 <pxopevyn 

BactAr«a Tov 


or 


amps nuov Aad 
We find in & 
bene 
dictus qui uenit in regnum pa 
tri nostri dauid 
Lines 3-5 have been omitted. 
(31) Matt. viii. 5 eiceAOovros Sé atrot cis Karepvaovp. 


Four LInNEs, 


(39) Matt. x. 19 doPycera: yap tyiv ev éxelvy TH Opa ti AaAHoETE 
(hom.). 


tes 
ii —— 


(Matt. xiii. 14-15). 
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Mark x. 34 kal éurricovow airé Kal paoriydscovew abrov 
(Zom.). 
S 3 cat raed 4 Nk F 2 , \ , 
(42) Matt.iv. 4 GAN émt ravrl pare exropevopevy 8d ord- 
patos Ou, 
(43) Mark ix. 37 él 76 dvduari pov, éue Séxeraur Kal ds doy pe 
déxnrar (hom.). 
: R = 
Mark xi. 28 7) ris cou ti eLovaiav radrnv Muwxev iva Tatra 
TOUS 5 (dom.) 
Mark xii. 30 Kat e& ddns ris Wuyns cov, Kal e bAns THs 
dutavoias cov (hom.), 


Five LINEs. 
(50) Mark xiv. 35. Here X seems to have had 


TpOooyvUKXeTO 
wa € Ovvarov 
cote TapeAOn 
aT QUTOV y 4)) 
5 pa kat eXeyev 
aBBa o mp mav 
Ta Ovvara cot 
TAPEVEYVKE 
TO TOTNPLOV 
Io ar €{LOU TOUTO 
Here & has 
adorabat dicens, si fieri potest 
ut transeat calix iste 
The writer appears to have omitted ll. 4-8. The omission was 


assisted by hom. (viz. rapéAOy, wapéveyxe). 


Another example of five-line omission will be found later on 


Six LINEs. 
(60) Matt. ix. 34 of 8 Papucaion édXeyov, "Ev 7 dpyovre Tov 
Satpoviny éxBarrcr 7a Sapdvia, 


SEVEN LINES. 


(70) Mark ix. 35 xal A€yer adrois, Ei tis OéAe mpOros «iva, 
€oTat TavTwY EcxXaTOS, Kal TavTWY SudKOVOS. 


\ 


Eicut Lines. 
(83) Matt. v. 47 Kal éay dordonobe trois adeAports tyov pdvov, 


, ‘ fa Le ‘ Le} ‘ \ 19 GN a 
TL TWEPLOTOV TOLELTE ; OVKL KAL OL €Ovixot TO QUTO TOLOUVCLV ; 


(hom.) 
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NINE LINES. 


(91) Mark xii. 32-3. Here X seems to have had 

ELTAS OTL ELS 
€OTL KQAL OVUK 
eotw adXos 
mAnV avTov 

5 Kat TO ayaTrayv 
avrov e€ ons 
TNS Kapovas 
kau €& oAns 
TYS TVVETEWS 

10 Kau €& oAns 
TNS LTXVOS 
KQL TO aya av 
Tov TANGLOV 
WS EQUTOV 

We find in & (corruptly) 
dixitsti quia nnus est dom et no 
est praescriptum tamquam te 
Here the writer seems to have passed from xat 76 éyamray in 
1. 5 to the same words in 1. 12. 


TWELVE LINEs. 


(125) Mark xi. 4-6 xai ctpov raXov dedenevov mpos THY Ovpav ew 
ert Tov appddov, kal AVovow adTov. Kal TIVES TOV Exel ETNKOTWY 
»” E) a , a , \ a 
eXeyov adrots, Ti rovetre Avovtes TOV THAoV ; 
I have reserved some special cases, viz. : 
Mark x. 46 xai épxovrau eis ‘Iepiya: Kal éxropevopéevov aitod 76 
PX pLx pevop 
c / NEA a > a \ + e Pe USE, y 
Tepixa, kat Tov wabyntaev adrov, Kat dyAov ikavod, 6 vids Tiyratov 
Bapripa.os, tupAds mpocairys, éxdOynro mapa tiv Gddv. 
For this & has 
et ueniunt 
ierocho cum turba magna cae 
cus mendicus sedebat ad uiam 
Here we have two omissions, viz. that of xat éxaopevopevov.. . 
paOnrav avrod (48, or 49, if ‘Ieperx is written) and that of 6 v¢ 
... Bapripatos (20), mentioned above. 
Mark xii. 4. kal rddw dmréorere rps abrovs dXov SodAOV: KaKElvoV 
exehariwoav, Kal nrivacav. Kal aGAAov améarere KaKetvov 


dréxtewav' Kat moAXovs adXovs, Tos pev Sepovres, Tors Se 
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dmoxteivovres. ru eva eixev, w dyarntév: dmréctedev adtov 
7 
€OXQATOV. 
For this & gives 
misit ad illos alium ser 
uum et illum decollauerunt et 
alium misit et occiderunt et ali 
um et alius multos nouissimum 
misit filium 

Here, as previously noticed, kat #riyacav (11) is omitted. Also, 
there is no equivalent for rods piv Sépovres... fa elyev (45). 
I suspect, however, that w éyamyrév (10) was also omitted, and 
avrév Changed to ji/imm in consequence. If so, the omission 
consists of 55 letters. The interesting point is that the text was 
modified in consequence of the omission. 

Matt. xiii. 14-15 Kal dvarAnpotrat abrois 7 mpopyreia “Hoaiov % 
Aéyovoa, “Axop axovoere, kal od py ouvare Kat Bdérovres 
Brépere cat od py idnre éraxivOn yap 4 Kapdia tod Aaod 
Tovrov, Kal trois dot Bapéws yxovoay, Kal Tors dPOadpors 
abrov éxdéupvoav: pyrote idwot Tots dpOadpois, Kal Tots doty 
dKxovowot, Kal TH Kapdia ovvGat, Kal eriotpepwot, Kal idooma 
abrovs. budv dé paxaptor. 

For this & gives (corruptly) 

et tunc implebitur super 
eos profetatio eseiae dicens 
incrassa corpori huius et au 
ricula peius obtura et oculis 
eorum grauia ne forte conuer 
tantur. uestri autem felices 

Here there is no equivalent for axo# dxovoere . .. od pip idnTe 
(56), and idwor tots . . . cvvdor kai (57). This seems to show that 
& has on two occasions dropped five lines of X. The intervening 
passage, éraxvvOn . . . wyrore contains go letters, i.e. 9 lines of K. 
We have parallels for 56 in Mark xii. 4 (55) and for 90 in Mark 
xll. 32-3. There is a further omission in & of kal idcopou adrovs 
(16), which does not admit of a similar explanation. 

The reader may now inquire what other omissions of & there 
are which I have not considered. There is one omission of 23 
letters, viz. Mark viii. 33 cal iSdv rods pabyrds aérod, and one of 
24, Matt. x. 24 ovde dodAos trép tov Kv atrod. These may represent 
two lines of X. Some doubt attaches to Mark viii. 26 pnde eis rHv 
Képyv cioeOys (23), since there are important variants. There is 
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also one omission of 19 letters, Mark xvi. 18 Kal ovdevi oddity 
etzov, which, doubtless, represents two lines of the original. 

There is also one omission of 35 letters, viz.: 

Mark x. 36 6 8€ eirev atvrois, Ti Oédere rroujoat pe dpi ; (hom.) 

The previous sentence ends with zoumoys jpiv, and the repe- 
tition is quite enough to account for the omission. I might, 
however, claim it as another example of three lines omitted. 

The only other omissions which I have noted are: 

(14) Mark x. 39 6 ey Bamriopar 

(15) Mark xi. 17 waou rots COveow, 

Xll, 22 odK adjKay oméppa. 
Xill, 22 Wevddxpioror Kal. 

(17) Mark xii. 42 py xaradurdv oréppa. 

Two other cases which occur in Sanday’s list (Mark xv. 34, 42) 
will be mentioned presently. 

In view of the agreements which exist between the Old Latin 
versions and the Old Syriac, and suggestions which have been 
made in consequence, it is necessary to point out some singular 
evidence furnished by omissions in & and 8&3, 

Some have other support besides $8 Hk, viz. : 

(10) Matt. iv. 17 peravoeire om. Clem. Orig. Eus. 

(21) Mark x. 2 rpoceAOdvres Papicaior om. D UL», 

(23) Matt. xi. 5 Kat arwxol ebayyedi~ovrar om. Diat. Clem. 

Ambst. 

(60) Matt. ix. 34 of b&.. . darpova om. DL Diat., alit. 

(70) Mark ix. 35 kat Aéye. . . dudKovos om. D. 

The presence of 10 as the common unit seems clear. 

The following seem peculiar to $8 Hk; 

(9) Matt. xii. 2 éy caBBdrw, Mark ix. 8 pel éavray, af kal 

avértn, X. 25 cioeA ely, xiv, 51 émt yopvod. 

(rr) Matt. ix. 27 Kat Néyovres, Mark xi. 15 Karéorpeyev, xii. 4 

Kal 7Tipacav. 

(12) Matt. v. 33 rots dpxaiors, xiii. 1 dard THs oikias. 

(13) Mark xiv. 3 riv GAdéBacrpoy, xv. 26 érvyeypappery. 

(14) Mark xii. 2 rapa tov yewpyav. 

(22) Matt. i. 25 ovdk éywaoxev adrnv ews od. 

(24) Matt. x. 24 od8€ S0dAos bxrép Tov KV adrod. 

(31) Matt. viii. 5 civedOdvros Sé aitod cis Karrepvaovu. 

(83) Matt. v. 47 Kat édv domdonobe .. . rowdtow ; 

This long omission is of considerable interest, if compared with 
that of 167, peculiar to $8, in Matt. vi. 5 wat érav .. . puobdv 
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airav. We may also compare the omission by & of 125 letters, in 


- Mark xi. 4-6 («al etpov . . . tov Gov) with that of 128 letters 


omitted by 38, in Matt. v. 30 (kal ei 7... yéevvay daréA On). 
There are also passages where there seems to be some relation 
between 38 and 2, though the omissions are different, e. g. : 
Matt. xiii. 12 dobyoerau atte, Kal mepircevOnoeras | Kal Trepio- 
cevOjoerat (18) om. 38 : S00noerat (9) om. k. 
Xlll, 15 kal émuotpepwow Kai idcowar abtovs (31) om. SS: 
Kat idcopat adrovs (16) om. &. 
Mark xi. 28 7) tis wou HV eLovolav radtyv euxev iva TadTa Tons; 
(43) om. R: tva tadra roujs (13) om. S8. 
Mark xv. 34 6 éore peOepynveropevov, 6 Os pov, & Os prov, eis Té pe 
eyxaredures ; (51) om. 3. 
Here & has 
di me 
us di meus, ad quid me maledixisti 
omitting 6 éori pefeppnvevopevov (21). 
This is interesting since 38 generally omits these explanations. 
In the same chapter, however, & has (v. 22) 
ferunt illam in 
culgotham locum qui est inter 
praetatus galuariae locus 
I have previously mentioned (p. 38) the curious passage : 
Mark xv. 42 kal 75n dyias yevopervys, érel jv TapacKevy, 6 éoTw 
apoodBBarov, which $8 translates kai od BBatov om. med. (41). 
Here & has 
serum autem cum factum esset 
cene pure sabbati 
Cena pura = rapackery. Sanday says that & has omitted 
6 éorw zpocéBBarov. I am not sure that the scribe was not render- 
ing érel Fv rapockev caBBarov (for -ov) omitting 6 éorw mpo- (9). 
If so, the agreement with the truncated reading of $8 becomes 
very remarkable. 


CHAPTER ©V1iii 


D (Cov. BEzAE) 


D is the great enigma of New Testament criticism. It is a 
Graeco-Latin MS. written in the sixth (or fifth’) century. The 
prevalent opinion is that it was written in the Rhone Valley, but 
Dr. Loew has recently impugned this view. He points out cases 
where the scribe began to write Greek instead of Latin, and draws 
the inference that Greek was his mother-tongue. He also shows 
that the symbols used for omissions and transpositions are Greek, 
and that all the early annotations are in Greek. The provenance 
of the MS. must, therefore, be regarded as doubtful. 

D, unlike the other MSS. with which I have dealt, is written in 
irregular orixo. or sense-lines. Blass says that in this method of 
writing the line is broken off at every, even the smallest, section in 
the train of ideas, which requires a pause in reading. The subject 
of ancient stichometry bristles with difficulties which I do not 
intend to discuss here. This particular method of using sense- 
lines is employed in the poetical parts of the Old Testament. 
I would only point out here that it is especially adapted for a 
bilingual MS., in which a word for word translation is desired. 
~ The oriyou in D vary in character. The order of the Gospels 
is Matthew, John, Luke, Mark.. In Matthew the sense divisions 
are generally maintained, though there are occasional irregularities, 
e.g, ix. £4 

kau eyeveto ore eLadynoev o He 
Tous Aoyous TOVTOUS ETNPEV aro TNS 
yadeavas 

In John and Luke the stichometric arrangement, as Scrivener 
points out, appears to be breaking up. We find for instance such 
lines as: 

Luke vii. 38 kAauovea Tous Saxpvor «Bpege Tous 

qoodas avrov Kat Tats Opie TS 
KepadAys 

Not only are prepositions separated from their cases but some- 

times words are divided, e.g. : 


1 So Prof. Burkitt and Dr. Loew. 
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Luke i, I emeudymrep woAAou erexeipyoay ava 

Taéacbau 
Luke xxiii. 18 avrov azodvow avexpagay Se ray 

wAnGe AeyovTes aipe TOVTOV aLpaL TOUTOY 
Sometimes the Latin reproduces the irregularity, e.g. Luke v. 19 : 


aveBnoav ext To Swua Kat aoa —«aascenderunt super tectum et de 
TEYATAVTES TOUS KEpapovs orov nv tegentes imbrices ubi erat 


Scrivener goes so far as to say that in Luke the dissolution of 
the sense divisions ‘ becomes the rule rather than the exception’, 
and draws the conclusion, which seems inevitable, that several 
stages must have intervened between ZD and its first ancestor 
arranged in otiyo.. This is a fact of some importance, since a 
considerable amount of time must be postulated to account for 
the process of disintegration. He notices that ‘as the work pro- 
ceeds from the middle of St. Luke onwards the arrangement of the 
arixo. becomes less broken and careless’. This statement is not 
strong enough. In St. Mark and still more so in the Acts the 
irregularities are few, and the appearance of the orixor is far more 
primitive. 

D contains a good deal of evidence concerning its immediate 
ancestor or ancestors, There are several cases in which omitted 
words are added by the first hand both in the Greek and the Latin, 
e.g. Matt. xv. 23, the words 


py more exhvOwow ev tn 05m _—ne dissolbantur in itinere 


are added above the line. 

Other examples are to be found in v. 37 of the same chapter 
and in Luke xix. 30, Mark viii. 35. 

The Latin and Greek correspond with great exactitude, thus in 
Mark xiv. 16 both have a dittography, viz.: 


Kat e&yAOov or pabytat avrov et abierunt discipuli eius 
Kat e€nrOov o1 pabyrar avrov et uenerunt discipuli eius 


Not infrequently the Latin (¢) omits one or more lines of the 
Greek and resorts to a device for correction, €. g.: 


Luke vi. 37-8: 
pn Kpewere Wao pun KpiOnte (a) nolite iudicare ut non iudice- 
By Karadixatere wa yun Karadt- mini 

Kao Onre (8) date et dabitur uobis 


aqoAvete Kat aroAvOnoer Oot mensuram uonam conquassatam 


f 
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dwore Kat Sobyoerar vpuv impletam supereffundentem 
petpov KaAov cecadevpevov dabunt in sinus uestros 
TET LET EVOV UTEPEKXUVVOJLEVOV in qua enim mensura metieritis 
Swcovew es Tov KoApwv vuwv _— (8) nolite condemnare ut non 
© Yap LETPW METPELTE aVTL condemnemini 

petpnOnocerar vew — (y) dimitte et dimittemini re- 


mitietur uobis 
Other examples are ; 


Luke viii. 44, 47, xi. 26, 27, xix. 47, 48. 
We may compare Matt. xvii. 25: 


Kat ere Porte Els THY OLKLAY 
mpoepOacev avrov o ins Aeywv 
et ingresso in domum praeuenit eum ths dicens 


Here two lines are compressed into one in d, This is rectified 
in vy. 27, where two lines are rendered by three. 

Occasionally @ preserves something lost in the Greek. The 
most striking case is 


Luke xvi. 7: 
ereita Tw eTepw evrev exatrov deinde alio dixit tu autem quan- 
Kopous tum 
ceitov 0 Oe Neyer avtw de~e cova debes ad ille dixit centum men- 
suras 


ypappata kat ypaiyov oySonkovra tritici ad ille dixit illi accipe tuas 
litteras et scribe octoginta 


Here the immediate ancestor must have had 
ETELTA TW ETEPW ELTEV OV de TOO OV 
opetres o O€ EvTEv EKATOV KOpOUS 
The writer of D passed from the first to the second efzer, 
omitting two half-lines. 
We may compare Mark x. 19: 


pn porxevons py Topvevons py ne adulteres ne occidas ne 
krewns fureris 


Here py povedons has been replaced in the Greek by a variant for 
py porxevons, but is preserved in the Latin. 

There are indications which show that in the Gospels D is 
derived from an ultimate ancestor with an average of 10-12 letters 
in the line. 

The most significant case is : 


Luke xvii. 36 dv0 écovra: év 7G aypd" 6 els TapaknPOjoera 


—T oe a 


THE GOSPELS AND ACTS a3 


D has 8vo eypw eas rapadnpOnoera. This points to an original 
_ reading : ey 
dvo € 
govtat ev Tw a (11) 
Ypw els 

A line was omitted and 8vo eypw was written. 

A similar inference may be drawn from John xx.13. Here D 
after ri krales ; adds riva Cyreis ; (10). The addition comes from 
V. 15 ti kAales ; tTiva Cyreis ; 

The intervening words, A€yeu avrois . . . ti KAades ; consist of 
145 letters, i.e. 14 lines of the original. The same repetition is 
found in 38, 

The omissions of D must be treated with caution when they 
occur at the end of a orixos, since here a line may have been lost 
both in the Greek and the Latin, though the double omission is 
not very likely. I quote first some omissions which occur in the 
middle of a orixos : 

(10) Mark vii. 24 kat 3iddvos (Lom.). 

(11) Luke x. 42 pepimvas Kal. 

Xxi. 24 katpol eOvav. 
(21) Mark x. 2 mpoceAOdvres Papicaior. 
(23) Luke xii. 26 ody o882 eAdyuoroy dvvacbe. 
XXIV. 51 Kat avepépero «cis TOV OvvOr. 

(26) Luke xix. 25 kal ctrev atrd, ke, exer déxa pas (if u pas = 23). 

(30) Luke ix. 23 kal dpdtw rov Frpov airod Ka” jpépav (hom.). 

(33) Luke xii. 19 xe(ueva eis érn ToAAG: dvaravov, paye, Tie. 

(39) Matt. x. 19 do6jceras yap tpiv ev exeivy TH Opa Ti AaAYoeTE 

(Zom.). 

A number of passages omitted at the end of a orixos may be 
explained in the same way, e. g.: 

(10) Matt. v. 11 Wevddpevor. 

(11) John viii, 34 ris éuaprias. 

(20) Matt. xi, 5 Kat ywAol repurarotow. 

Luke xxiv. 6 od« €orw dde, add’ 7yEpOy. 

(21) Matt. xil. 20 xdAapoy cvvrerpiypéevov. © 

(22) Mark ii. 26 éwi “ABuddap rod dpxtepéws. 

(31) Matt. xix. 9 xat 6 droAchupevyv yapjoas morxarac, 

(42) Matt. x. 37 Kal 6 giddy vy 7) Ovyarépa trép Ene odk Eat pov 

agvos (hom.). 

(51) Mark ii. 27 10 cd BBatov ba Tov Avo éyéveTo Kat ody 6 aVOS 


ba 76 ca B Bator. 
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(54) John xii: 8 rots rrwxods yap mdvtore exete pe Eavtdv, Eme 
dé ob mavrore éxere. ; 

(55) Matt. x. 41 Kal 6 dexdpevos Sikatov eis dvopa Suxatov pucGov 
Sixaiov Ajwerat (Lom.). 

(60) Matt. ix. 34 of 8& Papucaton éAeyov, Ev 7G dpyovte tay Sat 
poviov éxBddrXrAc Ta Sarpovia. 

(70) Mark ix. 35 Kat Aéyer adrois, Hi ris Geer tparos eivar, Eorac 
mavTwv €oyXaToS, Kal TavTwV OLdKOVOS. 

One of the most interesting passages is : 

Luke xii. 39 «i 7der... rola dpa 6 démrys epxerar, eypyyopyoev 
dv, kal odk dice Suopvyjvat Tov otkov adrod. Kal tpets yiverOe 
: 
€TOLLOL. 

Here D gives sine sensu 


Toa wpa oO KAerTNs epxeTat ovk av qua hora fur uenit utique non 
Kau vprets O€ yerver Oar eroupor et uos ergo estote parati 


omitting éypyydpycev . . . otkov aitod (47). 

This passage does not fit in easily with those just given, being 
rather long for four and short for five lines of the archetype. It 
is, however, to be taken in connexion with another omission of 
47 letters, viz. : 

Luke xxiv. 40 kal rotro eirmy @dekev adtois Tas xelpas Kal Tovs 

mooas. 

In the present passage it is to be noticed that the words 
eypynyépyoev av cai (16) are also omitted by &, 4, £*, &%, Arm., 
Marcion.! This suggests the following arrangement in a pre- 
decessor : 

eypnyopycev av Kau (16) 
ovk adyke Siopvyy (15) 


Vat TOV olKov avTov (16) 

This is one of many indications which show traces of an 

intermediate ancestor written in slightly longer lines. 

There are some interesting transpositions in D, e. g. : 

Matt. v. 4-5 paxdpuor of mpaciss dtu adrol KAnpovopjcover THV 
ynv (44) ante paxdpior ot wevOoivres’ Ste atrol mapa- 
KdynOyjoovra (43) hab. DL S°. 

Here either order is equally good. ‘The words seem to repre- 

sent four lines of 11 letters. 

Mark ii. 26 kat tots dprovs ris mpolgcews Epayev, ods ovK eLerTt 

1 It is clear that this omission existed in the ancestor of D; for ov« dy is the 


beginning of ov dv dpjxe Siopyyqva, and implies the absence of éypyydpycev 
av nai. 
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payelv ei py Tots iepedor, kal ewe Kat (om. D) trois oiv 
2A ba 
auTW OVdl. 

Here D puts kai &wxe trois otv aird odor (23) before ods... 
tepedou (33), 2 Collocation which is clearly wrong. Apparently two 
and three lines of rr letters have changed places. 

Matt. xvii. 12-13 ovrw Kal 6 US Tod avOU pédAAee doe im’ abrov. 


, lel € 6 he: ee) U a o>. 
TOTE TVVYKAV OL PAaUNTAL, OTL Tepe Iwavvov TOU Barricrod €lTTEV 


adrots. 
D puts rére cuvpxov ... city aitois (57) before otrw kal... 


abrév (37), destroying the sense. Here a line of 11-12 letters 
seems to be the unit. 

There is an interesting transposition in Mark x. 25, but, as 
there are several variants, I will not use the passage here. As 
given by D a verse of 74 letters comes before one of 154. 

It will be apparent from these examples that D omits just as 
freely as any other MS. é 

Before I quit D, I think it worth while to put together some 
remarks of Hort on the subject of this MS. He says (p. 148), 
that ‘though the MS. was written in cent. vi, the text gives no 
clear signs of having undergone recent degeneracy : it is, to the 
best of our belief, substantially a Western text of cent. ii, with 
occasional readings probably due to cent. iv’. He also allows 
that ‘in spite of the prodigious amount of error which D contains 
... yet its text presents a truer image of the form in which the 
Gospels and Acts were most widely read in the third and probably 
a great part of the second century than any other extant Greek 
MS.’ (p. 149). 

This sounds generous praise, but the result is small. Hort is 
willing to allow (p. 113) that the text of all the earliest Fathers 
not connected with Alexandria is substantially Western, and that 
‘even in Clement of Alexandria and in Origen, especially in some 
of his writings, Western quotations hold a prominent place’. In 
practice, however, he is remorseless, holding that ‘ whatever may 
be the merits of individual Western readings, the Western texts 
generally are due to a corruption of the Apostolic texts’ (p. 127). 

This is an intelligible position, and I should not pause to 
mention it here but for a singular exception which he makes in 
favour of the Z family. This is that, though their evidence on 
behalf of an addition is dismissed as a ‘Western’ interpolation, 
their testimony is treated with great respect when they omit 
a passage (p.175). For such cases he coins the curious phrase 
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‘Western non-interpolations’ and on such occasions deserts his 
favourite MSS. with great levity.! I will give one instance only: 

Matt. xxvii. 49 dAdAos dé AaBov Adyxnv evsev adrod Tv Tevpay, 

kai €&nAOev vowp Kat ata (60). 

So BN, om. D, with 4 $ and other authorities. Hort considers 
the words to be a very early interpolation. It is not my duty to 
defend 2 on this charge, but I would merely point out that the 
passage may well represent six lines of the archetype. We may 
refer to Matt. ix. 34 for an omission of 60 letters by D. 

At the end of St. Luke Hort uses his theory of local Western 
non-interpolations as a double-axe with which to lop the text. 

I cannot refrain from here quoting Dr. Salmon, who says 
(p. 25), ‘ Nay, it would seem as if in the judgement of the new 
editors, amy evidence was good enough to justify an omission. 
There is no authority which, when it stands alone, finds less 
favour in the eyes of these editors than that of D and of Western 
MSS. generally. Indeed, with them to describe a reading as 
Western is a note of contumely. Yet when D omits what is 
attested by a consensus of other authorities, including those which 
W-H. count the highest, they are persuaded that this time D is in 
the right, and pronounce the reading to be a case of Western 
non-interpolation.’ 


1 Omissions in D occur throughout the Gospels. Hort restricts his ‘ Western 
non-interpolations’ to a particular locality, viz., the end of St. Luke. This is 
quite arbitrary. 


CHAPTER 1X 


AFTER this survey of the chief documents, I proceed to put 
together some results. 

It is clear, in the first place, that all the MSS. are descended 
from ancestors written in narrow columns. Indeed, they all 
appear to exhibit the working of what I venture to call a ‘decimal 
system’. I do not suggest that all the omissions in any of the 
important MSS. are due to the negligence of a single scribe. 
It is more probable that they represent the sum-total of omis- 
sions made by a series of ancestors written in columns of similar 
breadth. 

Secondly, we have found everywhere the same readiness to 
omit. This is most evident in 8 and %8, The writer of & was 
a helpless victim to épovdrns, while 3% omits continually, with 
freedom for which I know few parallels. Salmon has already 
remarked about %%. ‘I do not know whether Hort’s rule of always 
preferring omissions would have led him to prefer to the Greek 
text of the Gospels Mrs. Lewis’s Syriac, which is shorter than 
any other known text.’ & has been said by various critics to give 
an ‘abbreviated text’ of the Gospels. I am inclined to think, 
however, that the omissions, if such they are, were made by the 
writer not of 2, but of its model. We find the same licence of 
omission in I would draw special attention to Matt. xiii. 14-15 
where there appear to be two separate omissions of five lines in 
the Greek original. Lastly, I claim no exemption for D, which 
omits just as freely as any other MS. In view of these facts the 
maxim drevior lectio potior seems to be a very dangerous guide. 

Thirdly, the omissions appear to hang together. They ex- 
hibit a well-marked gradation, rising from multiple to multiple 
of the unit. This is most evident in the case of the MS. which 
omits most freely, viz. 8. Here the largest omissions are the 
most significant. Thus, we have one of 262 (Luke xxiii. 10-13), 
one of 132 (John xiv. 10-11), and one of 128 (Matt. v. 30), also 
one of 65 (Luke xii. 9): so again one of 167 (Matt. vi. 5), and 
one of 83 (Matt. v. 47). I cannot insist too strongly upon these 
figures. To say that they are due to accident would be to strain 
the limits of coincidence. I, therefore, look upon them as the 
justification of my method. 
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I must further call attention to the tendency of various MSS. to 
modify the construction after an omission, e.g. Matt. xiv. 26; 
Mark xiv. 58; John xx. 4 (&); John ix. 36 (B) ; Mark xii. 4 (A). 
This fact will be found to be of importance when we come to 
the Acts. 

I should like to supplement this examination of the principal 
MSS. by a list of omissions made by the early Fathers, but the 
materials are not collected and it is impossible for me to attempt 
the task. 

The following cases may be found interesting : 

(10) Luke vili. 51 Kat Iwavvny om. Irenaeus. 

(11) Matt. v. 18 dé rod véuov om. Irenaeus. 

(12) Matt. xvi. 13 Tov vv Tod avov om. Origen. 

(13) Luke vi. 22 kat dvedicwor om. Clement. 

(39) Matt. xili. 50 éxel éoras 6 kAavOpos Kal 6 Bpvypos Tov dddvTev 

om, Origen. 

(80) Matt. xx. 31 6 d& dxAos éreriunoe aitois va cwrfowow: 
ot b& petlov expalov A€yovres, Ke, EAéqoov Hpas, VS Aad 
om. Origen (hom.). 

The correspondence between 39 and 80 in the two longer 

omissions of Origen should be noted. 

I have noticed significant omissions in patristic quotations 
elsewhere, but pass them over, as I am not now dealing with 
other parts of the New Testament. I must, however, make one 
exception, viz. : 

Hebrews vi. 5 duvdmes te wéAXovros. For this Tertullian reads 

dvvovTos. } 

Souter remarks ‘gud codicem epistulae Tertullianeum exaravit 
versum totum angustum, qualis in chartacets voluminibus esse 
solebat, praetermiserat’. 

This means that the model had 

du 
vamers Te per (11) 
AovTos 
The scribe, after writing vy, omitted a line.’ 
I now come to the most delicate and critical point in this 


1 It is tempting to arrange thus: 
duy 
apes TE EAA 
ov Tos 
but this is not the7usual ‘method of division. 
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inquiry, yiz. the consideration of the chief variants in the way of 
_ omission or insertion which distinguish the three families X Y Z. 

I might at once proceed to the longest passages and produce 
some interesting figures. I do not, however, think that short cuts 
are desirable in demonstrations. I might again select passages 
which favour the conclusion at which I have arrived and marshal 
the evidence most germane to the discussion. I feel, however, 
that the reader has a right to have all the evidence before him 
even if the result is, at first sight, chaos. I, therefore, propose 
to give a list of the chief passages omitted by X or Y or Z, or 
by two of them as against the third. 

I must point out very carefully that these readings are a farrago 
taken from all sources, that some of them may be due to inter- 
polation, that coincidences undoubtedly do occur, also that many 
omissions may be due to mere chance. On the other hand, when 
we get to the large numbers, the hypothesis of coincidence 
becomes less and less likely in the case of startling agreements. 
I must further premise that most of the readings, the genuineness 
of which is disputed, come from Z. The usual theory is that 
these are a congeries of interpolations taken from diverse sources. 
If they appear to fit together, and to support each other, this 
theory must receive a deadly blow. 

In order to encourage the reader to persevere through the 
wilderness of variants, I will put into his hands one or two clues, 

Luke xxi. 24-5 dxpu tAnpwhGor Kaipot eOvdv. Kal covTar onpeta. 
Here B inverts xa:pot éOvév and kai érovrar: D omits Karpol Ove 
and 38 omits kat écovrar. The archetype must have had 

KQLpot eOvwv (1 1) 
kat exovrTat (10) 
The variants are due to xa: after xar—. 

Finger-posts are furnished by such numbers as 20-2, 30-3, 
40-4 &c., which suggest the omission of 2, 3, and 4 lines. 
I would draw special attention to 

Luke xxiii. 34 6 82 & éAeye, 7p, des adrois’ od yap oidace ri 

movovot (42). 

ib. 38 ypdppacw “EAAynvixois kal ‘Pwparxots kat “EBpasxois (43). 

The words of forgiveness from the Cross, one of the most 
moving passages in all literature, are bracketed by Hort, while he 
does not consider v. 38 worthy of mention in his note. I look on 
both passages as representing four lines of the archetype. 
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In connexion with these two verses I would also mention 
Luke xxiii. 17 dvay«nv 8é etyey drodvewy adtois kata éoprnv eva (41). 
It will be seen that some MSS. omit these words, while others 
transpose them after dvexpagav dé mapmAnGel A€yovTes, Alpe tovrov, 
drédvoov 8&8 hiv tov BapaBBav doris fv Sud oTrdow Twa yevomevyy 
év rH mode Kal pdvov BAnfels ev TH pvdaxy (126). 

The relation between 41 and 126 must be observed. 

There are various similar correspondences between the smaller 
figures, e. g.: 

Matt. v. 44. Here Yand others omit eddoyetre rods katapwpyévous 

Spiv, KaAGSs Tovetre Tols pucodow tpas (57): also, in the same 
verse, érypealovrwy tpas Kai (19). 

Here 57 is a multiple of 19. 

I would finally point out that, as the numbers grow larger, the 
‘decimal system’ becomes more clearly visible. ‘Thus we have: 

(60) Matt. ix. 34, xxvii. 49. 
(70) Mark ix. 35. 
(80) Luke ix. 55. 
(102) Luke xxiv. 12, Cf. John vi. 56 (105). 
(130) Matt. xxiii, 14, Luke vi. 4. 
(139) Luke xxii. 43-4. 
(152) Luke xxii. 19-20. 

I leave the largest numbers to speak for themselves. 

I append a table of the chief passages in the Gospels, the 
authenticity of which is disputed. Where they are treated by 
W-H., I add the particular label which has been affixed to them: 
viz. ‘ Western’ if found in Z only, ‘ Western and Syrian’ if in Z and 
X, ‘Syrian’ if omitted by Z as well as by Y, except for a few 
passages styled ‘ pre-Syrian or Alexandrian’, Nearly all of the 
passages in question are omitted by Y, while some which are 
found in Y, or in X Y, but omitted by Z, are styled Western non- 
interpolations. 

The list does not include those peculiar to sub-groups, many of 
which have already been discussed. 

(9) Mark vii. 4 xat xdwédv ‘ Western and Syrian’. 
(10) Matt. xxvii. 24 10d dixaiov om. BD a> 38 Orig, 
Mark vii. 24 Kat Suddvos om. DL $8, 
ix. 29 Kal vyoreia ‘Western and Syrian’. 
xli. 40 Kal dppavav ‘ Western’. 
xill, 8 «at tapaxai ‘Pre-Syrian (? Alexandrian) and 
Syrian ’. 
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Luke vi. 
(11) Matt. vi. 
Mark vii. 

ix. 
Luke xxi. 


John iii. 

v. 

(12) Matt. xv. 
XXV. 

Mark i. 

Luke vi. 

XXIV. 

(13) Matt. xv. 
Mark xi. 

xil. 


Luke ii. 


XX. 
John 1. 
(14) Matt. xxiii. 


Luke xvii. 
XXIv. 


(15) Mark iii. 


(16) Luke xii. 


John iti. 

(17) Matt. xv. 
XXVii. 

Mark iy. 

Luke xi. 


Matt. vi. 
Mark ix. 
EOE KV 


(18) 


. Luke ix. 
(19) Matt. v. 
Luke xxiv. 


Io 
25 

4 
24 
II 


4 


se No # ON WH 


1 
8 
23 
48 

4 
15 
4 


3 


15 
38 
39 
68 
54 
44 
52 
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ws kal 9 dAAn D, as) addy A, alti, om. Y. 

}) Kal ti minte om. RL Se Ed, 

drav CAOwow Z, om. X Y. 

pera. Saxpdwv ‘Western and Syrian’, 

Kat xedves ‘Western (not D), probably 
from extraneous source’. 

6 dv év 76 Ova ‘ Western and Syrian’. 

mapaAutikav ‘ Western’. 

7 Ti jipa avrod X, om. Y Z. 

Kat THs v¥udys ‘ Western’. 

eumpoobev cov X, om. Y Z (hom.). 

devreporpoTw ‘Western and Syrian’. 

Kat ovrws de. ‘ Syrian ’. 

KvAXodvs bytets Om. RLS E. 

kat éotpwvvvev om. Y € Orig. 

érav advacraow X, 0m. YZ. 

kat Avrovpevor Z, om. X Y. 

kal otpatyyois om. Z. 

py aaoddnta GAN om. YS, alit. 

kat dvaBdoraxra, om. NL SEP Tren,lat 
Orig. lat, 

ev TH Hepa avtod om. B DLE. 

dard TOD pynpetov om. Z ‘a Western non-in- 
terpolation ’. 

Kat ai ddeApai cov ‘ Western and Syrian’. 

eypnyopycev dv Kai om. RDSL Arm. 
Marcion. 

erdvw mévtwv éorw om. 8 Z Arm., alit. 

TO ordpate abtav kat X, om. Y Z. 

eis drdvtnow abtod ‘ Western’. 

Kal 6 cuviov ovverw ‘ Western’. 

hpav & év rots ovvois X Z, om. Y Orig. Tert. 
Cyr, . 

To Toparropara avrav om. & DLE, 

ds odk dxohovbel Huiv ‘Western’. 

Tov avrov Adyov eimdv om. DL. 

Kal ddé€xtwp epovncey om. Y 28 E, 

ds kat HXias éroincey om. YS E Arm. 

exnpealovrwy bpas Kai om. VRE. 

mpooxwjcavtes avtov om. Z ‘Western non- 
interpolation’. 
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John xiii. 31 «7 6 Os e0€dcOy ev add ‘ Pre-Syrian (? Alex- 
andrian) and Syrian’. 
(20) Mark vi. 33 Kal ovvpdOov mpds airéy ‘ Western’. 
Luke xx. 34 yevvdow Kal yevvavrar ‘ Western’. 

xxiv. 6 ov« éorw de, GA’ HyepOn om. Z ‘a Western 

non-interpolation ’, 
(21) Mark viii. 26 pyde etrys tui ev TH Kdpy ‘Western’. 
X. 2 mpooeAOdvres Papicaion om. Z. 
Luke v. 39 kal duddrepor tnpotvrar om. Y. 
xi. 54 Wa katnyopyowow airod ‘ Western’. 

Xxiv. 42 kal dard ehicotov Kxypiov ‘ A singular inter- 
polation, evidently from an extraneous 
source, whether written or oral ’. 

(22) Mark ii. 26 éml’ABidbap rod apxvepéws om. Z. 
Luke i. 28 etAoynuevn ob ev yuvaéiv ‘Western and 
Syrian’. 
(23) Luke xxiv. 53 Kat dvedépero eis tov Ovvov ‘ Western non-in- 
terpolation’, 
(24) Mark ili. 14 ods Kal drooroAovs dvopacey Y, om. XZ. 
Luke xxiv. 36 kat A€yeu avrois, cipyvn tyiv om. Z ‘a Western 
non-interpolation ’. 
(25) Mark x. 24 rods weroOdras emi (+rois D) xpipacw 
‘Western and Syrian’, 
(26) Mark vil. 16 et tus €xer Gta dxovelv, axovérw om. Y, 
ix. 49 kal waca Ovoia ddl ddtcOnoerar ‘ Western’. 
Luke xi, 4 GAAG fioor puds ard Tod rovnpod om. Y SE 
Arm. Orig. Cyr. Tert. Aug. 
XIX. 25 Kal elrov avTa, ke, exer déxa pvasom. Z, (If 
= 23.) 
(27) Luke xv. 21 wotnoov pe os fa tov picbiwv cov FD, 
om. Cett. 
(28) Luke xi. 11 dprov, pa Aov emddoe aitd; i) Kat om. 
BL S88 Arm. Orig. 
(29) Mark ii. 22 GAAa oivov véov eis doxovs Kawots om. DL. 
Luke xi. 43 Kal mpwroxAucias év trois detrvos CD iL, 
om cett. 
(30) Luke ix. 23 kat dpdrw tov otpov abrot Kal” fepav om. Di. 

XXlv. 43 kal AaBov ra éridAoura eCwxev adrois ‘ Pre- 
Syrian (? late Western)’. 

John xvii. 11 6 Sdwxds por, iva Sow &, Kabds Hyets om. 


£ 38 Chrys., adit. 
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(3x) Matt. xix. 9 kal 6 drodadvpérny yapijoas porxyarar om. 


8 DLS €E Orig. Chrys. 
Luke vili. 43 iarpots apocavaddécaca ddov tov Biov om. 


BD 38 @ Arm. 


(32) Matt. xviii. rr 7AGe yap 6 VS Tod Gov GHoa TO droAwdds 


(33) 


(34) 


(35) 


(37) 


(38) 


‘Western and Syrian’. 

Luke xii. 19 keipeva cis érn woddd: dvaravov, pdye, me 
om. Dh. 

John iv. 9 ov yap ovyxpavrat “Iovdator Sapapetrais om. 
NDizL. 

Matt. xx. 16 moAAol ydp eiot Kdyroi, ddiyou Se éxdexTOoL 
‘Western and Syrian’. 


a S¢. See eS, a / NUS: A , $7 SF. 
John XV. IL OUKETL Ell EV TW KOTPM, KAL EV TW KOT LW ElpL 


‘Western ’. 
(36) Luke xxiii. 37 aepuriBevres aitd Kat axavOwov orépavov Z, 
om. cett. 
Luke iv. 18 idcacOat robs cuvretpiyspevous THy Kapdiav X, 
om. Y Z Orig. 
X. 16 6 dé €uod dxovwy aKkover TOD amoaTeiNavTOS pE 
Z, om. cett. 
Mark x. 7 Kal rpookoAdAnOyoetar mpos THY yuvaika adTod 
om. Y &8, 


(39) 


(40) 


Luke xii. 21 otras 6 Onoavpilov éavrd, Kat pip ets Ov mdov- 
tov om. DL. 
Matt. xx. 22 kal 7 70 Bdrricpad eyo Barrifopa: Bart- 
cOnvar; X, 0m. V Z. 
Luke xi. 2 yevyOnrw 76 OeAnpd cov as ev OVO kal él THs 
yns om. BS Arm. Orig. Tert., adit. 
Matt. vii. 21 ottos eiocAevoerau cis THY BactAciay TOV DUVOV 
‘Western ’, 
XX. 23 kal 7d Bamrriopa 0 eyo Bamriloyatr Bamr- 
cOnoecbe ; X, om. YZ. 
John xiv. 14 éav tT aitnonté pe ev TO dvopari pov, TodTO 
womow om, A’ %> Es Arm. 


(41) Luke xxiii. 17 dvayxny dé elyev drodvew abrois Kata éopTyv 


(42) 


éva om. A BLE, post v. 19 hab. DS. 
Matt..x. 23 Kav év 7H érépa Suixwow tas, pevyere eis THY 
ddAnv ‘ Western’. 


Luke xxiii. 34 6 8& is deve, Tp addhes adrois’ od yap oldacr 


ti wowvor ‘From an extraneous source ’. 
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(43) Mark xiiie 2 Kal did rpidv jpepdv dddos dvarrycera avev 
xepav ‘Western’. 

Luke xxiii. 38 ypdppaow “EAXnvikois Kal “Pwpaixots Kat 
‘EBpaixots om. BC'LAS E. 

(44) Matt. vii. 22 0b 76 évdpari cov épdyopev Kal 7G dvoparti 
gov ériopev S¢ Justin Orig., aliz, om. cett. ‘ Perhaps from 
an extraneous source’, 

(46) Mark xv. 28 kat érdnpwOn 7 ypady 7 A€yovoa, Kai pera 
dvépov édoyicOn X & Arm., alit, om. Y D A Lk 38 €. 

John Viii. 59 Kat dueAOdv did pécov adtav éropevero, Kal Tapiyev 
ottw X, 0m. VZ. 

(47) Luke xxiv. 40 kal totro cimav eéekev adrois Tas XeElpas Kat 
tous wdoas ‘ A Western non-interpolation ’. 

(49) Mark ix. 44 and 46 drov 6 oxwAné aitrdv od TeAevTE Kal TO 
rip abrav (om. AD) ob cBévvura om. Y 38 L* Arm. 

(52) Matt. xvil. 24 rotro d€ 7d yevos ovK exmopeverar ei py ev 
mpooevxy Kal vyoreia ‘ Western and Syrian’. 

(54) John xii. 8 rods rrwxods yap mavrote exere pel? Eavtdv, cme 
d¢ od wavrote éxere om. D S38 Arm. 

(56) Matt. vi. 14 dre cod éorw 4 Baorr<ia kal 4 Svvapus Kal 7 dogo 
eis TOUS aidvas. dunv ‘ Syrian’. 

Luke xvii. 36 dvo écovra év TO aypG: 6 cls TapadypOyoerat, 
Kat 6 €repos abeOnoerar Z, om. X V (hom.). 

Luke xxill. 53 kal Oevrds adrod éreOynxev TO pvypeiw AiBov ov 
poyis eixoor exvdvov D L¢ Es, om. cett. (If x’ for eikoot = 51.) 

(60) Matt. ix. 34 of 8 Bapiraion ereyov, Ev to adpxovte Tv dat- 
poviov exBdrXer Ta Sarda, om. Z Diat. 

Matt. xxvil. 49 GAdAos S& AaBov Adyynv evéev adrod THY 
mAeupav, kal e&pdOev vowp kal ata ‘A very early interpola- 
tion absent in the first place from the Western text only’. 

(64) Matt. xxl. 44 kal 6 recwy ext tov AOov TodTOV cvvOAacOncerau 
ep ov 0 dv réon, AcKHoe adtov om. Z Orig. 

(65) Mark xi. 26 et de tpets otk ddiere, ode 6 TP ipav (om. D) 
6 év trois (om. D) oovos adyoe (+ipiv D) 1a raparrdépara 
bpov om. Y LK 38 € Arm. 

(68) Matt. xii. 47 «ire d€ tus aid, “IS0d H fp cov Kal of adeAdol 
cov ew éEotnxact Cnrodvrés cor AaAjoar om. VLE S Es, 

(70) Mark ix. 35 Kat A€yer adrois, Hl tis Peden mpOros civat, eorar 
mavtwv €xxaros, Kal mavtwv diaKovos om. D LX, 

(78) Matt. i. 8 rov "Oyogiar, Oxokias dé éyevvyoev tov Iwas, “Iwas 
de éyewycev tov ’Apaciav, “Apacias d¢ eyervnce S° Diat., 
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alit, So also D in Luke iii. 30, where it gives the pedigree 
according to Matthew. 

(80) Luke ix. 55 kat <irev, Ovx oidate olov vos gore tueis’ 5 yap 
vs TOD GVOU ok ADE Woyas aVOV arod€oa, GAAG cooaL 
D%& Se, aliz, om. Y 38 €. 

(94) Matt. xxvii. 35 iva aAypwhy 7d pnbev txd Tod mpodyrov, 
Atewepicayto 7a. iudrid pov éavrots, Kal éml Tov inaticpov pov 
éBarov xAnpov % Arm., alt, om. X YD &8 (hom.). The 
evidence here is weak, but, as the previous sentence ends 
with BaAXovres kAjpov, Omission would be easy. 

Luke xi. 2 pa) Barrodoyeire is of Aovrot. SoKodow yap Ties Ort 
év TH ToAVAyia. abrav cicakoveOyncovTal, GAAG TpoTevyopEvor 
D, om. cett. 

(102) Luke xxiv. 12 6 d& Iérpos évaoras paper ert rd pvnpetor, 
kat mapakvias Béret TA 6O6via ova Kal drndOe mpos éEavTov 
Gavpdlwv 76 yeyovés ‘A Western non-interpolation ’. 

(105) John vi. 56 xadds év éuol 6 Tp Kaya év 7G TPL. “Aphy 
dpav réyw ipiv éov py AGByTE TO THpa Tod VU Tod GvOv ds 
Tov aptov THs Cwys, odK exere Cwiy év adtd (om.) * Western’. 

(130) Matt. xxiii. 14 oval iptv, ypayparets Kat Papioato., broxpi- 
rai, Ori KateoOiere Tas oikias TOV YNpOY, Kal Tpopdce paKps 
mpocevxdpevor Sia. TOVTO AjWeobe wepiradrepov Kpiva (hom.) 
‘Western’ (not D). 

Luke vi. 4 rH aith jpepa Ocacdpevds twa épyalopévov TO 
caBBdrw clrev adtG, ave, ci wev oldas Ti Tovets, waKdpuos «i et 
dé py oidas, emixardpatos Kal rapaBdrys et Tod vopuov D, om. 
cett. ‘Possibly from the same source as John vii. 53- 
vill, 11.’ 

(139) Luke xxii. 43-4 &66y 8¢ ai7G adyyedos ax’ ovvov évicxdwv 
airov. Kal yevouevos ev dywvia éxtevértepov TpoontyxeTo- 
éyeveto 5¢ 6 idpas airod doel OpduBor aiparos xataBaivor- 
tes ert tiv ynv om, YS%Arm. The patristic evidence in 
favour of the passage includes that of Justin and Irenaeus. 
‘A fragment from traditions, local or oral.’ This is a very 
ambiguous remark. 

(152) Luke xxii. 19-20 16 trép ipay diddpevovr Totro rovetre eis THY 
euanv dvdpyyow. Kat 7d roTnpiov @oattws pera TO Serrvpcat 
A€eyor, Todro 75 rorhpiov 4 Kawi) Siabjxy év TO aiparé pov, 7d 
brép byway exxvvopevov om, .D He, W-H. have ‘no moral 
doubt that the words in question were absent from the 
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original text of Luke, notwithstanding the purely Western 
ancestry of the documents which omit them.’ 

(156) Matt. xvi. 2-3 dyias yevopévys A€yere, Evdia’ wuppaler yap 
5 doves: Kal mpl, Sypepov xepov- wuppale yap orvyvalov 
5 Ouves. TO pev mpdcwrov TOD DvVOD ywookere Siaxpivery, To. 5 
onpeta Tov Kalpav ov divacbe om, YS € Arm. Orig. ‘ Western 
and Syrian’. 

(166) Luke v. 14 6 8 eée\Oav jpsaro kypiooew Kat Siabnpiew Tov 
Abyovr dore pyxere SivacOax adrov pavepas eis wodw €ioedAGety 
GANG ew Fv ev Epjpors Téro1s* Kal TvvApXovTo mpds adTov> Kal 
HArAGev wadw cis Kadhapvaovpy D, om. cett. 

(167) John v. 4 éxdexopévwr tiv Tod Vdaros Kivyow ayyedos yap Kv 
Kata Kaupov KatéBawev ev TH KoAvpBHOpa, Kal erapacce TO 
Bowp 6 obv mpStos éuBas peta THY Tapaxny Tod BoaTos tyiys 
eyivero, & Symote Kare(xeto voonpat. om. YX, alit. A has 
dyyedos . . . voonpati (137), but the previous clause éxdex. 
. » . kivnow (30) is written in ras. by 4?. D has éxdex.... 
kivynow, but omits dyyeAos .. . voonpatt. 

(320) Matt. xx. 28 teis d& Cyretre ex puxpod adéjoat Kal ex weiLovos 
Aarrov elvau' eioepyopevor S€ Kal tapaxAnOévres Seurvjoar pH) 
dvakdiverOe cis tots e&éxovras Témovs, yn mote evoogdrepds 
cov éréAOn Kal mpooedOov 6 SeurvoxdAytup eiry cou "Ett Kato 
xepe, Kal KatracxuvOnon. edv O€ avaréoys eis Tov HrTOVE 
torov Kal éréAOy cov ATTwv, Kal épet cor 6 SeurvoxAyTwp, 
Dwvaye ert dvw, kal €ora ou TodTo xpyoipov Z, om. X Y. 

(829') John vii. 53-vili. 11 Kat éropevOnooy ... pnkere dudprave 
D &» Eth., om. Y£*SE€ Arm. We have not the testimony 
of A and C, but they do not seem to have had room for 
the passage. On the other hand, it appears in most 
minuscules, either here, or at the end of the Gospel, or 
after Luke xxi, Augustine says that ‘some of little faith 
. .. removed from their MSS. the Lord’s act of indulgence 
to the adulteress’,. W-H. call the passage: ‘Western and 
later Constantinopolitan ’. 

(964) Mark xvi. 9-20 dvacras S&,.. dunv om. YS and codd. 
Eusebii. £ leaves blank 12 lines of col. 2, and the whole 
of col. 3. In & the Gospel ends in the middle of 1. 4, 
col, 2, and the rest of the column is unoccupied. For the 
shorter ending given in %* cf. pp. 74, 82-4. 


Here, as elsewhere, I follow Souter’s text. As written in D it consists of 


8or letters, but D omits in viii, 2 nat nabicas edidacKev adrovs (25), and there 
are minor variations. 


CHAPTER: Xx 


THERE are 14 passages in the preceding list which contain 
over 90 letters. There are some singular features in these which 
demand attention. 

Two passages consist of 94 letters, two of 130, while 166 and 
167 are practically identical. Also roz is very close to 105 and 
152 to 156. 

The three largest numbers are 320, 829, 963. 

Here it will be noticed that 320x3= 960. This is very 
astonishing. 

Further, if we divide 829 by 5, we obtain as the result 166 
(166 x 5 = 830), for which we have 166 and 167. 

It is further to be noticed that if we divide 320 by 2, we have 
as result 160, This number is very near to 166 and 167. 

I cannot doubt that these numbers 160-7 correspond to some 
division in the archetype of the Gospels. There is also further 
evidence. 

The first point is one on which I do not wish to lay too much 
stress, viz. that the longest omissions of %8 present some curious 
points of resemblance. Thus Matt. vi. 5 xai drav... puobdv 
avrav contains 167 letters. So also $8 has an omission of 
132 letters (John xiv. ro-1r) and 128 (Matt. v. 30), which was 
very like the two omissions of 130. We cannot tell how far back 
these omissions go. 

The second point is one which has caused me considerable 
perplexity. It is concerned with what is generally called the 
Shorter Conclusion of St. Mark. This is found in two Uncials 
ZY, also in 2, $hi.™s, €, Eth., and in some minuscules. In Z 
it appears in the following form: 

mavra d€ Ta. TapnyyeApeva Tors Tepe Tov Ilerpov cvvTojws eEnyytAav. 

pera O€ TavTa Kal avTos oO iS aro avaToAys Kat axpe Suoews 
eEarertie Ov avTwv To Lepov Kat aplaprov Knpvypa TNs 
atwviov cwrnpias (161). 

The singular feature here is that 161 is roughly half of 320, 
which is 4 of 963. There thus appears to be a numerical relation 
between the Shorter and the Longer Conclusions. 
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In order not to obscure the argument, I will postpone further 
discussion of this point. 

In the third place, there is some very singular evidence yet to 
be considered. 

Luke xv. 16 kal éreO@vper xopracOjvar éx tav Kepatiov dv noOoy 

ot xotpou Kal ovdels ed(Sou avira. 

ib. xvi. 21 émiOupdv yxopracOnvar amd TOV miTTOVTwWY aro THS 

tpamélns Tov wAovalov. 

Here the Diatessaron supported by some Latin evidence (/m) 
and %hl.™, after rot zAovciov, adds kai ovdels edidov ai7d. As the 
Diatessaron was composed in the second century, the variant 
must be an ancient one. 

My experience, gained by work upon Cicero, suggested to me 
the hypothesis, that the repetition was due to the occurrence of 
kai ovdels édiSov att in the same place (as well as in a similar 
context) on a previous folio.’ If so, the intervening passage, viz. 
XV. 17 els éavrov d€... XVI. 21 rod wAovolov might be expected 
to yield some multiple of the figures which I have previously 
collected, 

On counting the letters, I found the total number to be 3,212. 
This is a multiple of 320 (Matt. xx. 28). We now have the 
astonishing sequence 

161, 320, 964, 3,212. 

I now proceed to consider what appears to be an early disloca- 
tion in the text of St. John. My attention was called to this by 
my colleague, the Rev. B. H. Streeter, who showed me a work 
by Mr. F. Warburton Lewis on Disarrangements in the Fourth 
Gospel, in which there are references to Spitta’s discussion of the 
subject. A proposal to transpose chapters v and vi was made 
as long ago as the fourteenth century. The difficulties are as 
follows : 

In iv. 54 we have rodro radw Sdevrepov onuetov érotncev 6 Inoots, 

eGov ex THs “lovdaias eis THv TadtAaiav. 
The next verse (v. 1) is 
pera Tadta Hv €opti) Tov “lovdaiwr, Kat dvéBn 6 “Inaods eis “lepood- 
Avpo. 

Chapter v deals with events in Jerusalem. 

Chapter vi begins with 

pera Tadta drndOev 6 ‘Inoots répav Ths GOardoons THs Tadidalas. 
Nothing whatever has been said of a return to Galilee. 

1 Cf. pp. 10, 103. 
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Chapter vii begins with 

Kal pera TadTa repeater 6 Inoots év 7H TadtAala: od yap Ocdrev 
év tH lovdaia mepurareiv, ote eLntow adtov ot “lovdatou dzo- 
KTELVQL. 

The proper sequence of events requires that ch. vi should come 
before ch. v. In that case Jesus works miracles in Galilee (iv. 54), 
crosses the sea of Galilee (vi. 1), goes to Jerusalem (v. 1), returns 
to Galilee for fear of the Jews (vii. 1). 

Let us then suppose that ch. vi is out of place. The usual 


explanation of a dislocation is that leaves have been misplaced. 


If so, the contents of ch. vi should correspond to a certain number 
of folios in the archetype. 

On counting the letters in ch. vi, I found the total to be 5,540. 
There is some uncertainty, since it contains the feeding of the 
5,000, in which there are a quantity of numerals. If in all cases 
letters were substituted, the total would be 5,472. I have, how- 
ever, elsewhere found it best not to make deductions of this kind. 

This number 5,540 is almost exactly a multiple of 168 
(168 x 33 = 5,544). 

It thus appears probable that ch. vi should come before ch. v.' 
Spitta has pointed out a further dislocation in ch. vii. 

In v. 14 we are told that Jesus, who had previously hidden 
himself, went to the temple and taught. In v. 25 we have 

éheyov ovy tives €k TOV “IepocoAyputdv, Odx obrds éotw dv CyTotow 

GATOKTELVAL ; 
This would follow naturally after v. 14. 

The connexion, however, is broken by vv. 15-24, in which the 
Jews wonder at the learning of Jesus, and he discourses on the 
Law of Moses. These verses would come in admirably at the end 
of ch. v where Jesus appeals to Moses : 

éorw 6 karnyopav tpav, Moos, «is ov tuets HAmixare. 

Spitta, therefore, adds vii. 15-24 to ch. v. The order, then, is 

ch. iv 

ch. vi 

ch, v+vii. 15-24 

ch. vii. 1-14, 25-52. 

With ch. vil have already dealt. I now take ch. v+ vil. 15-24. 
Chapter v is especially interesting, since it contains the passage 


1 It is to be noticed that chapters v and vi both begin with the same words, 
pera tad7a. This fact will help to explain the transposition. 
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éxdexouevov THY Tod BdaTos . . . voonwat. (167). If the method 
which I have followed is sound, here, if anywhere, the unit 167 or 
168 should appear. 

According to Spitta, v. and vii. 15-24 go together, and vii. 1-14 
is out of place. The first point to notice is the length of vii. 1-14 
kal peta. tadra... ediSacxe. This, according to my reckoning, — 
contains 997 letters. This is almost exactly a multiple of 166 
(166 x6 = 996). It is, therefore, easy to account for this dis- 
location. 

The contents of v and vii. 15-24 are as follows: 

vil. 15-24 = 734 
y uh oo = O35 72. 

The total, 4,372, appears to be a multiple of 168 (168 x 26 = 
4,368). 
- The theory that there have been considerable dislocations in 
the text of St. John derives much support from these figures, but 
I do not profess to have sounded the question to its depths. It 
is especially interesting since the MSS. which contain the pericope 
de adultera do not agree as to its place. Some put it after 
St. Luke xxi. 38, while others place it at the end of St. John. 

If the figures which I have produced mean anything, they 
appear to show that the Gospels were united in one volume at an 


early date. ‘This must have been at some period previous to the 


making of the Old Latin and Old Syriac translations and the com- 
position of the Diatessaron. The middle of the second century 
seems to be a terminus ad quem. 

This volume cannot have been a papyrus roll. Kenyon, after 
saying that ‘no complete copy of the New Testament in a single 
volume could exist during the papyrus period’, goes on to state 
that ‘it would not even be possible to include all the Gospels in 
a single roll’. It must, therefore, have been a paged book, written 
either on papyrus or more probably on vellum. We have, there- 
fore, to consider what evidence there is for the use of vellum 
codices in the second century A.D. 

The victory of the codex over the roll was gradual, and in the 
case of classical authors was not completed until the fourth cen- 
tury, although we hear of vellum codices at a much earlier date. 
Thus Martial (i. 2) recommends the traveller, who wishes to carry 
his poems about with him, to get an edition on vellum. 

hos eme quos artat brevibus membrana tabellis : 
scrinia da magnis, me manus una capit. 
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He also refers to vellum MSS. of Homer, Virgil, Cicero, Livy, 
_ and Ovid in his Afophoreta (xiv. 184, 186, 188, 190, 192). There 
is, therefore, no doubt that the vellum codex was used in Rome 
for popular books in the reign of Domitian (A.D. 81-96). We 
can even go further back than this, since a passage in Cicero’s 
Letters shows that the material was occasionally employed under 
the Republic.? 

It is to be noticed that most of the theological fragments found 
at Oxyrhynchus are in book-form, whether written on vellum or 
_on papyrus. Also, several of them go back to the third century, 
e.g. 2 (St. Matthew), 208 (St. John), 1171 (Ep. St. James), 656 
(Genesis), 1007 (Genesis), 1074 (Exodus). There are, however, no 
earlier examples. On the other hand, Sir E. Maunde Thompson 
says ‘A few stray leaves of vellum codices of the first centuries 
of our era have been found in Egypt. A leaf from a MS. of 
Demosthenes, De falsa legatione, written in a rough hand of the 
second century, is in the British Museum, Add. MS. 34473’. He 
also refers to a Berlin leaf from a MS. of the ‘ Cretans’, a play of 
Euripides, which was once assigned to the first century, but is 
now placed in the second. There may be some question as to 
these dates, but the testimony of Martial proves beyond doubt 
that vellum codices were known at Rome. 

Now if the codex was employed at this time for any work, it is 
a priori probable that it would be used for a collection of the 
Gospels. We have, also, the explicit mention of vellum ry 
St. Paul in the well-known Passage: 

2 Tim. iv. 13 rov faddvnv bv drédurov év Tpwdd. rapa Képrw 

€pxomevos hépe, kal Ta BuBAla, padiota Tas pweuBpdvas.? 

In any case there is no doubt that the codex was employed for 
the Gospels at an early date. Maunde Thompson remarks, 
‘Moreover, the Bible, the book which before all others became 
the great work of reference in the hands of the early Christians, 
could only be consulted with convenience and dispatch in the 
new form’. He points out that the form adopted for the Bible 
would become the model for all theological books, and says, 
‘Thus the vellum codex was destined to be the recipient of 


1 Quid tibé 280 de Varrone rescribam?  Quattuor dipdépar sunt in tua 
potestate, Alt. xiii. 24. 

2 Birt, Das antike Buchwesen, p. 65, suggests that parvdAns, which in the 
Etymologicum Magnum is glossed by «iAntdpioy pepBpdivoy, here means ‘ book- 
cover’, not ‘cloak’, as it is usually rendered. 
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Christian literature, as the papyrus roll had been that of the 
pagan world’. 

In view of these facts, I venture to think that the Gospels may 
have been put together in book-form by the middle of the second 
century, although we have no extant specimen of theological 
writings in this form earlier than the third century. 

If, then, we assume that 160-8 represents a column or page in 
the archetype of the Gospels, when they were first united in the 
shape of a book, we have to inquire whether any extant MSS. 
exhibit such a formation. ¥ 

Among existing MSS. of the Gospels the most exact parallel 
is afforded by J, cent. vi, fragments of which are preserved at 
St. Petersburg, London, and elsewhere. A reproduction of two 
pages in Facsimiles of Biblical MSS. in the British Museum, no. 4, 
shows that JV is written in 16 lines to the page, with an average 
of ro-11 letters to the line. Each of the pages in the facsimile 
contains 168 letters. This, therefore, would seem to reproduce 
with exactitude the formation revealed by the internal evidence. 
There is, however, a difficulty, since this is an edition de luxe, and 
we should not expect to find the Gospels written in this style at 
so early a date. Also, there is the possibility that the archetype in 
question was written in columns. I therefore mention another 
extant MS. which realizes the conditions. This is the celebrated 
palimpsest of Cicero, De Re Publica (cent. iv), written in two 
columns with 15 lines to the page and an average of 10-11 letters to 
the line. As I happen to have counted the letters in several pages 
of this, I give the results. The references are to the reproduction 
of this printed by van Buren. In order to compare this fairly with 
the Greek archetype of the Gospels, which presumably possessed 
abbreviations, I give two sets of figures, first the number of letters 
as written in the MS., and in brackets those which would be found 
in a printed text: 

Pp. 50 159 (164) : 153 (156). 

5t 167 (169) : 169 (173). 

‘ 78 170 (175) : 156 (157). 
79. 151 (150) : 165 (164). 

80 152 (152 : 151 (157). 

81 147 (149) : 156 (161). 

92 164 (172) : 163 (167). 

93 153 (154): 157 (157). 

142 153 (153): 147 (149). 


a 


THE GOSPELS AND ACTS 73 


P. 143 150 (156) : 146 (147). 
152 167 (170): 174 (178). 
153 154 (157) : 160 (163), 
204 167 (170): 175 (176). 
205 156 (159) : 164 (168). 

It will be seen that the numbers vary from 147 (149) to 174 
(178), but that the same number is frequently repeated. It is 
obvious that on the analogy of this MS. I might recognize Matt. xvi. 
2-3 (156) and Luke xxii. 19-20 (152) as further examples of the 
unit which I have indicated. 

I would further point out that a line of about ro letters (some- 
times less) is found in several of the old Latin versions, e.g. the 
Vercellensis (a), the Veronensis (4), and the Palatinus (e). All of 
these are in two columns: a has 24 lines to the page, 4 18, and 
e 20. On the other hand &, which is not in columns, is written 
in long lines (14 to the page) with an average of about 23 letters 
to the line. 

T now revert to the end of St. Mark. 

The hypothesis of a lost folio has already been suggested by 
various writers, and Hort admits that it affords ‘a tenable mode 
of explaining omission’, There is, however, at first sight no 
obvious reason why St. Mark’s Gospel should have been mutilated 
rather than any other. I would suggest a simple explanation. 
The order of the Gospels in D and several allied MSS. is Matthew, 
John, Luke, Mark. If this was the primitive order, it is easy to 
see how the last leaves of the archetype became damaged.’ Thus 
Mr. Buchanan says of the Veronensis (4): ‘The text of the first 
three Gospels is, generally speaking, well-preserved, that of 
St. John, being in the centre of the MS., best of all, but in 
St. Mark the last extant leaves, especially those of great tenuity, 
have suffered greatly from exposure to damp.’ ? 

The Palatinus (e), in which this same order is found, actually 
ends at Mark xiii. 36, the other leaves having perished. 

It is, therefore, possible that the loss took place at some early 
date, but after a copy, or copies, had been taken. In view of the fact 
that Irenaeus (cent. ii) quotes verse 9, while 4, which is said to 


nie 
1 It is, I admit, remarkable that the last words of the Gospel should come 
exactly at the end of a page or folio. It is possible that some further words 
may have been lost, and that dy is a later addition. 
2 Old Latin Biblical Texts, p. x. 
1656 L 
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represent the text used by Cyprian (cent. iii), has the Shorter 
Ending, the loss may have occurred during this interval. 

Mr. Conybeare. has drawn attention to an Armenian MS. in 
which verses 9—20.are attributed to Ariston Eritzou (= Presbyter), 
and thinks that Aristion, who is mentioned by Papias as one of 
the disciples from.whom he obtained information, was the author 
of them. 

I do not presume to discuss the identity of Ariston or Aristion, 
but would point out that there is another possible explanation, 
viz. that a person of that name possessed a copy of vv. 9-20, 
which were therefore associated with his name. 

To illustrate from an author with whom I am more familiar, 
a passage of Cicero, pro Flacco, 75-83 : 

primum ut in oppidum .. . esse cetera 
is not found in any extant MS. 

It came to light in a mysterious way, having been communicated 
to a well-known scholar, Conrad Peutinger (1465-1547), by a 
person called Rorarius. Peutinger says: 

Cum superioribus diebus Hieronymus Rorarius Foroiuliensis, 
non vulgaris eruditionis, apud nos in prandio fuisset et nomismata 


sua vetusta nobis ostendisset, dedit etiam versus octo vel paulo 
plus supra quinquaginta, quibus oratio haec Ciceroniana pro Flacco 


hactenus formis excusa deficiebat. 

Nothing is known as to the source from which Rorarius obtained 
the lost passage, but its genuineness has never been questioned, 
and is quite indubitable. 

I now approach the thorny question of the Shorter Ending. 
I have already given the form in which this is found in Z. In & 
this is slightly different, viz. : 

“omnia autem quaecumque prae 
cepta erant et qui cum puero erant 
breuiter exposuerunt posthaec 
et ipse his adparuit et ab orienté 

5 usque usque in orientem misit 
per illos sanctam et incorruptam ”4 

_Salutis aeternae, amen. 

praedicationis 
Here there are various errors. 

In 1. 2 puero = Petro: in 1. 5 usgue is written twice, and 

orientem is a slip for occidentem, in 1. 6 ha is an omission mark, 


THE GOSPELS AND ACTS 15 


indicating that praedicationis (for which we must read praedica- 
tionem) has been omitted. 

This seems to indicate a Greek original : 

mavra de Ta Tapyyyedpeva. ToIs Tept Tov Hérpov cwvrdpus eipyyetav* 
peta, d€ Tatra Kat adrds 6 Is efdvy Kal dad dvarodjs &xpe 
dvoews eLaméorede Sv airy 76 tepdv Kal dpOaptov Kipvypa 
THs aiwviov cwrnpias. aynv (172). 

As given by Z there are two orthographical slips, viz. é&jyyyuAav 
and éfaméoriAev, If we attribute these also to the Greek original, 
the total would be reduced to 170. 

The noticeable points are, that Z has no equivalent for ébdvn, 
which seems necessary, and that xai before dypc seems out of 
place. Probably the ancestor of Z had: 

pera 5& radTa Kai airos 6 is épdvy Kal dd avarodRs dxpu SvoEws 

é€améatetX€ KTA. 

£ also has not got dynv. This, it is obvious, may well be 
a later addition. If dépyv were added to Z, the total would be 
165. 

It is generally assumed that the ‘ Shorter’ and the ‘ Longer 
Conclusion’ are incompatible. If this is so, then the numerical 
relation which I have noted between the two, can only be 
a curious coincidence. I am not, however, satisfied that they are 
incompatible. 

It is with very great diffidence that I venture to state my own 
opinion. The points which appeal to me are as follows. While 
I do not rate highly the evidence of those MSS. which omit 
vv. 9-20, I cannot conceal from myself that the connexion between 
vv. 1-8 and g-20 is odd. In vv. 1-8 we have the appearance of 
the Angel to Mary Magdalene, Mary the mother of James, and 
Salome, and the flight of the women from the tomb, then in v. 9 
Mary Magdalene is mentioned as if for the first time. Then follows 
a recital of the other appearances, the charge to go and preach the 
Gospel, and the Ascension. There seems to bea lacuna between 
v. 8 and v. 9. 

It seems to me that vv. 9-20 contain an amp/ificatio of the 
‘Shorter Conclusion’. First comes a summary and then the 
events are narrated in detail, viz. : 

‘They told shortly all the tidings to those that were with 
Peter. Afterwards Jesus himself appeared and sent through 
them from the East unto the West the holy and incor- 
ruptible message of eternal salvation.’ 
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The mention of Jesus removes the harshness caused by the 
want of a subject to évagrds in v. 9. We should expect dvacras 
d¢ 6 “Inaods. 

Then, after this preliminary precis, the appearances are de- 
scribed in vv. 9-14, and the message in wv. 15-18. 

This view seems to account for the fresh introduction of Mary 
Magdalene and the details given about her.* 

It may be noted that in v. 10 we are informed that ‘She went 
and told them that had been with him’. If we admit the ‘ Shorter 
Conclusion’, then the words in y. 8 xai ovdevi obdéy etrov obviously 
refer to persons whom they met on the way: without it, they are 
very ambiguous. 

Lastly, I must again call attention to the singular relation which 
appears to exist between the content of the passage, 161, or 
a number very near to this, and 320 (Matt. xx. 28), and 963 
(vv. 9-22). This may be due to a fortuitous coincidence, but to 
me it seems more likely that in the second-century archetype, 
which I believe to be at the back of our MSS., the ‘Shorter 
Conclusion’ preceded vv. 9-22. Further questions I leave to 
more competent critics. 

I must now refer to the verses which in the recently-discovered 
Freer MS., cent. v, follow v. 14. They are written thus: 

kaxewvot amrehoyouvte AeyovTes oTL 0 
QLWV OVTOS TYNS GAVOMLAS KALTYS ATLOTLAS 
VTO TOV COATAVAV EOTLVY O LY EWV TA VITO 


Tov TvaToV aKkafapta Thy adnOeay 


or 


tov Ov karahaBecbou Svvapuy dia 
TOUTO arroKkaAvov cov THv diKaLocv 
vnv non exewor eheyov TH XO Kat 0 
XS exervors TpoweAeyey ort TerAnpw 
TAL O OPOS TwV ETWY TYS ELOVTLAS TOV 
10 gatava adda eyyifer adda Swva Kau v 
TEP WV EY apapTHTaYTWY TapEedoOH 
ets Oavatov wa vrootpewow ets TH 
aAdnGevay Kat PHKETL apapTycwoW 
Wa THV EV TH OUPAYHW TVLKNV Kat a 
15 POaprov Ts Sucaocvvys Sogav 
kAnpovopyowou 
The passage as written consists of 451 letters. 


1 v. 9 Mapig rj MaySadnvy, map’ as exBeBAnner Extra Sarpdrra, 


q 


- 
r 
; 
; 
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Part of it, viz. kdxetvor érehoyotvto ... cod TH Sixaroovvyy was 


~ already known, being quoted by Jerome as occurring in some MSS. 


I do not presume to discuss the theme or the language employed, 
but restrict myself to such considerations as are within the scope of 
this inquiry. The number 451 may = 150 x 3, and we have two 
passages 152 (Luke xxii. 19-20) and 156 (Matt. xvi. 2-3) which 
serve to mediate between these numbers and 161, 166, 167. 
The analogy of the De Re Publica palimpsest shows that the con- 
tents of a column, or page, of the same MS. might vary between 


these limits. There is, however, a serious objection. If we insert 


the Freer ending after v. 14, we get the following sca 


9-14 = 411 
Freer ending = 451 
15-22 = 552 


There is no relation between these numbers. 

On the other hand it must be acknowledged that the omission 
of the Freer ending might be easily explained on the ground of 
Opovdrys, SINCE KaKeivou dxovoayTes (V. II), KaKetvor dred Oovres (V. 13); 
éxeivor dé e&eAOdvres (v. 20) are very like xdxetvor darehoyotvro. 

I now come to a passage of the greatest interest : 

Luke xxii. 17-22 kal deduevos rornpiov ebyapiorycas ele, 
AdBere rotro, kat diapepioare eis Eavtovs’ Aeyw yap tptv, ote 
ov py wiw dard Tod viv dd TOD yevyypatos’ THs dyaméAov ews 
brov 4 Baowrela Tod Ov 2Oy. Kat AaBdv dprov edxaproryoas 
éxhace, kal €Owkev adrois Aéywv, Todrd éote 76 THud pov TO 
brép tuav Siddpevov? TovTo Toveire eis THY Eway avdvnow. Kat 
TO ToTHpLov HoavTus peta TO Serrvjcat A€ywv, Todro 76 ToTH- 
prov 9 kaw SiaOnKy ev TO alwari pov, TO drép tudv exyvvopevov. 

Here there is great diversity in D and the versions, viz. : 

kal dedpevos. . . Tod Ocod EAOy (152) om. SVE (the Peshitta) with 
some support from €b, 

kat AaBov dprov. .. 7d Taud pov (69) comes before kat deEdpevos 
in X>, 

The same passage +70 izrép... dddpevov (59 +50 = 119) comes 

before deEdpevos in $ and Diat. 

D and &* omit 16 iwep dpav . . . exyvvdpevov (152). 

The clue-appears to be furnished by the fact that $v and D #* 
have separate omissions, each of which consists of 152 letters. 
This agreement is so extraordinary that it can hardly be due to 
accident. The natural explanation is that 152 letters represent 

1 So Souter : the best MSS. have yevfuaros. 
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a column in the MS. from which D#%% were copied.’ Here, 
however, there is a difficulty, viz. that the words kal AaBov dprov 

.. 70 gGpud pov (69) intervene between the two blocks of 152. 
This difficulty indicates the solution, viz. that the passage kal 
aBav . . . coud pov was accidentally omitted. To illustrate the 
point, I write out the passage, as I conceive it to have stood in 
the ancestor of D&S. The most natural arrangement is that of 
two columns with 15 lines: 


Col, 1 kau defape Col. 2 ro virep vpwv 
VOS TOTNpLoV diopLevov 
evxapioTn TOUTO TOLELTE 
oas eure Nase €ls THV ELNV 

5 T€ TOUTO KaL 5 avayvyow 
Staprepurare Kal TO TOTNPL 
Els EQUTOUS OV WFAVTWS 
Aeyw yap vu pera, TO eur 
OTL OV py LW vynoot Aeywv 

1o azo TOU VuV 10 TOUTO TO TOT 
aro TOU “yev plov 7 KaLvy 
VNLATOS TNS Suabykn 
apreXov Ews 0 TW ALLATL [LOU 
tov 7 BaciWer TO VITEP VLWV 

15 a Tov Ov eb 15 €KXVVOMEVOV 


The missing words, viz. : 
kat AaBwv ap 
TOV EVKAPLT 
TnoaS EKAace 
KQL eOwKkev 
avtous Neywv 
TOUTO €OTL 
TO TWLO, [LOU 
appear to have been inserted at the top of the column in the 
usual way. The result was that £» inserts them before kal deédevos. 
The writer of 3 saw that the first five lines of col. 2 ought to 
follow 7d cdpd pov and transposed them also. The writer of D 
omitted col. 2 as meaningless without the missing words, while 
SVS, whether by accident or not, omitted the whole of col. 1. 
It is thus possible to explain these perplexing variants without 


1 This supposition would postulate an intermediate MS. subsequent to the 
common archetype. 
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recourse to the theory of wilful interpolation. As there is no 


- passage in the Gospels in which interpolation would seem more 


likely, this conclusion is reassuring. 

It is to be noticed that the varieties in this passage are peculiar 
to Z. There is another passage in which D seems to exhibit 
a similar unit: 

Luke vi. 5 kal €Xeyev avrois bru KS eorw 6 US Tod avov (kai D) rod 

caBBdrov = 46 (49). 
These words are out of place in D, viz. after v. 10. The inter- 


-vening words éyévero St &v . . . 7 xelp atrod, if we include the 


passage about the man working on the Sabbath, found in D 
only, = 608 letters, which = 152 x4. It must be remarked that 
D adds ws kai 7) dAAy after » yelp airod. If we accept these 
words, the total is 618 ( = 1543 x 4). : 

Here also D is concerned. 

I now return to the Freer ending of St. Mark (451). It is 
possible that there were two stages in the process of omission, that 
of the Freer fragment, going back to an ancestor with 15 lines to 
the page, and subsequent omissions of 162 and 960 letters, repre- 
senting pages (or columns) of an ancestor with 16 lines to a page. 
There is one obvious difficulty, viz. that the ancestor in 15 lines, 
which seems to emerge in Luke xxii. 16-22 and vi. 5-10, has only 
left traces on the Z family, while the ancestor in 16 lines is 
discernible in all the MSS. It, therefore, would seem to be 
posterior to the conmmon ancestor. 

On the whole, I am disposed to look on this ending with con- 
-siderable scepticism. 


CHAPTER Xl 


In the Acts we have no Old Syriac version, similar to that found 
in $8 and Sc. There are, however, later versions, of which Shl is 
especially interesting on account of marginal readings which agree 
closely with D. This recension, which was made by Thomas of 
Harkel, afterwards Bishop of Hierapolis, in 616, is a revision of 
the Philoxenian version made in 508. He claims to have taken 
various readings from three Greek MSS. found in a monastery 
near Alexandria. The chief representative of the Latin family is 
the Fleury palimpsest, known as 4 (saecl. v), which contains ili. 2— 
iv. 18; v. 23-vil. 25 vii, 42—-Vvill. 2; 1X. 4-233 Xiv. 5-233 XVii. 
34-xviil. 19 3 xxiii, 8-24; xxvi. 20-xxvii. 13. This MS. is written — 
in long lines, with above 40 letters to the line. It will be con- 
venient to postpone for the moment discussion of its relation 
to D. 

There are considerable differences between the tradition of the 
Acts and the Gospels. In the first place the divergences between — 
D (and its allies, chiefly $ hl." and %4), and the majority of the 
Greek MSS. are more constant and striking than in the Gospels. 
Also, while in the Gospels the readings of D have not met with 
favour, in the Acts they have been viewed with great and increas- 
ing respect. Ihave already referred to the theories of Bornemann, 
Blass and Ramsay. Lake advises any one who ‘ proposes to study 
the Western problems’ to begin with the Acts, ‘since here there 
are questions of archaeological and geographical detail which can 
be readily tested’. He goes on ‘It is therefore the correct 
method to study the Western readings in Acts first of all, and to 
form some kind of judgement on them, and after this to turn to 
the Gospels and apply to them the conclusions derived from the 
study of the Acts’, 

A second point of difference is that in the Acts there is little 
trace of that transmission through narrow lines which is every- 
where apparent in the Gospels. Apart from the striking variants 
furnished by DZ} $ hl.™8 there is little to note. Most of the dis- 
puted passages are of considerable length, rarely less than 20-5 
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letters. If we take § itself, which is peculiarly prone to omission, 


we find very few which fall below this number. I have noted the 


following : 
li, 9g Kat EXapiras (11) 
iv. 27 €v rH rode Tavry (14) 
V. 25 éorares Kai (10) 
Vi. 12 érurravres (10) 
Vil. 60 hwvy peyddy (10) 
XXx1. 13 KAalovres kal (12) 
15 dveBaivouev (11) 
The contrast between this short list and the enormous number 
of small omissions made by 88 and &§ in the Gospels is striking. 
The first solution which occurred to me was that the Acts were 
derived from an archetype with longer lines than the Gospels, 
averaging 22-4 letters to the line. Subsequently, when I was 
turning over Scrivener’s reproduction of D, I noticed a very 
curious fact, viz. that passages found in D, but omitted by most 
or all other Greek MSS., occupy a orixos, or several orixou in D. 
At first I thought that this was due to accident, and the fact that 
the orixo. generally coincide with the sense. When, however, my 
attention had once been called to the point, I observed that the 
phenomenon was very frequent, that some of the passages did not 
correspond to any marked division of sense, that they were of very 
different length, that in some cases the passage occupied half of one 
orixos and half of the following, also, and this was the most 
striking point, that in many instances the other MSS. appeared 
to have modified the construction by some device such as the 
insertion of S¢ or és after an omission. I passed through every 
stage of incredulity, but finally could not resist the conclusion 
that a large number of important variants are at once explicable 
on the hypothesis that the Greek MSS. in general were drawn 
from a single ancestor written in orfyor. such as those found in 
D, and had in a number of cases omitted lines of their original. 
I must here recall the reader’s attention to the statement which 
I made previously, when discussing the formation of D, viz. that 
in the Acts the oriyo. were generally free from the irregularities 
noticeable in St. John and St. Luke, and presented a more 
primitive appearance. Without more ado, I now present the 
evidence. The quotations are written in oriyo., asin D, I have 
thought it best to retain orthographical peculiarities. 
1655 M 
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L 5 Kat o peAAerar AapBaverv 
So odd (patres aliquot). 
ib. ews THs TevTNKOTTS 
So @ Aug. Rendel Harris’ remarks that these ‘two 
famous Western glosses’ are supported by Ephrem, who (on 
Eph. iv. 10) gives 
quam recipitis vos non post multos dies sed usque ad 
Pentecosten. 
iV. 31 wavti Tw OeXovre TioTevELV 
So %codd Tren. Aug. The support of Irenaeus is 
especially important. 
32 Kau ovk nV StaKpiots Ev avTOLS OVdEMLG 
So Cyprian and others. 
v. 18 Kau eropevOy exaoTos els TA LOLA 
This is only quoted from D. The two previous ortxou 
begin with kai. 
22 Kaw avugavres Tv pudakyy 
So £P Shi. 
38 py puavavres Tas XELpas 
So %1, Rendel Harris (p. 79) calls this a ‘curious 
gloss’. 
39 ovte vets ovte BaciAreLs ovTe TUPAVVOL 
arexer au OVV ATO TWV avOpwrev TOUTWV 
So Zh $ hi. 
vi. 8 dia Tov ovoparos Kv inv Xpu 
So Hht S$ hl. Aug. 
Io oa TO eheyxer Oar QUTOUS €7 QAUTOV 
PETA TaTHS TappyoLas 
pen Svvapevor ovv avropbadpew Ty adyGero. 
So #b $ hl.mg, 
15 €OTWTOS EV PETW GUTWV 
So Hht, Here d renders stans in medio corum. This is 
clearly an error for stazdts. Such errors are frequent, e.g. semint 
for seguimind (Luke xxii.10). Rendel Harris (p. 73), who supposes @ 
to be prior to D, thinks that the ‘gloss’ is out of place and should 
come after dpxepe’s : i.e. ‘the high priest stood in the midst’. 
Vil. 4 Kau ov TaTepes Nw o1 mpO NUWV 
So Shl. Augustine has xat of rarépes tydv (hom.). 
Vili, I ou eewvay ev vepoveaAn 


So Ls Aug. 


1 Four lectures on the Western Text, p. 24. 
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24 os ToAAa KNaLwy ov dueAvpravev 
So $ hl.me, 
X. 32 os rapayevopevos Aadnoet oor 
om. A BS. The words are supported by most Greek 
MSS., & 3 €s Arm. Chrys. 
x1. 17 Tov py Sovvar avrows tVva ayLov 
TLIOTEVTATW ET AUTW 
This is an interesting case. The second orixos is omitted 
by %” and Augustine, both orixo. are omitted by all authorities 
except £W and Shi. 
Xi. 3. 9 emiyeipyoes avtov ert Tous TLCTOUS 
So £ $ hime, 
xii, 8 emidy ydiora nKovey avtwv 
So $ hl. 
29 yTOVVTO TOV TELAGTOV TOUTOV MEV CTALPWOAL 
Kal emLTvXoVTES TAA 
So Shl™s. Bornemann here suggests with great 
probability that 7ov 8& BapaBPav érodtoo has dropped out after 
oTAUpOTaL. 
43 eyevero de kal oAns THs ToAEwWS 
dveAGey tov Noyov tov Ov 
So &Y S hl.mg, 
XIV. 2 0 de KS cdwxev Taxv E~pyvyY 
So # Shims, 
7 Kat exewnOn odrov To wAyOos ext TN LdAXN 
o de ravdos Kat BapvaBas 
derpiBov ev AvorTpors 
So %b, Ramsay says of the ordinary reading, ‘I must 
confess that the language here is vague, and I do not comprehend 
it clearly.’ He considers the reading of D due to a reviser who 
felt that something was wanting to make the narrative more clear.! 
9 vrapxwv ev poBw 
So %» (et habens timorem). 
10 cot AEyw EV TH OVOMaTL TOV KU tyU XpU 
So %b $hl.ms &s Arm. Iren.!¢, 
26 evayyeACopevor avrovs 
So $ hl. 
XV. 20 Kou ova py Oehovow eavrors yewver Oar 
ETEPOLS [LN TOLELTE 
So @s Eth, Iren. Porph. Eus. 
1 The Church in the Roman Empire, pp. 53, 68. 
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Xv. 26 eis TavTa Teipacpov 
So Shl.mg. Rendel Harris (p. 85) ciel that this ‘gloss’ 
is due to Sirach ii. 1 and should comea line further up, after atrav. 
29 Kat ova pn Oedere cavrous yerver Oar 
€TENW [LY TOLELY 
So the same authorities as above, reinforced by %hl. 
and Cyprian. 
ib. ev mpagare pEepopevot 
Ev TW WLW TL Eppwobe 
So Irenaeus and Tertullian: «d mpagere Eppwobe cete. 
This is a very instructive case. The scribe has passed after 
mpagéere tO éppwobe in the next oriyos, omitting what came 
between.’ Rendel Harris has a long discussion of this passage, 
PP. 75-9- 
34 edo€e be TW cede, ETTLILELVOAL QUTOUS 
provos O¢ tovdas eropevOy 
The second orixos is supported by &%W sis and some 
MSS. of the Vulgate, the first is supported by £#S hl. @s Arm. 
Eth. and some Greek MSS. This is a very instructive case, since _ 
it affects all the versions. 
XV1. 30 Tovs Aourous ucdadtoapevos 
So Shl. 
35 ous exbes tapeAaBes 
So Shl.mg, 
XVli. 12 wes de nrioTyoAv 
Only two minuscules support this reading. 
XVIil. 2 ov Kal KaTWKYNOAY Els THY axatay 
So Hb $ hl.™s, 
4 Kat evTieis TO OvopLa, TOU KU Inu 
So £ S$ hi.mg, 
6 ‘oXXov de Aoyou ‘yetvopevov 
Kat ypapwy Suepunvevopevwv 
So Hb $ hl.ms, 
8 dca Tov ovoparos Tov KU ymwv inv Xpv 
So Lh, om. cett. 
XX, 18 ws Tpretiav y Kat TAcLov 
D appears to be alone in this reading. 


' This is probably the explanation of xviii. 28 : 
dn poo Sradeyopevos 
Kat emderevus dia Tw ypadwy Tov inv evar Xpv 
Sotwo minuscules:; byyocig, émdenvds era, cedd. 
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XXIl. 9 Kat evpoBor eyevovTo 
So £ Shi. @s Eth. and most Greek MSS., om. A BS 
Arm, 
26 ort pwjatoy eavTov deyet 
So Lig, 
To these should probably be added xix. 5. Here D has 
Els TO OVOLG KU iNU XpU 
Els aheriv apapTiov 
So Shl.: the other authorities appear to omit xpv, as 
_well as the eriyos which follows. 

This makes a total of 41 cases in which one or more orixou of 
D do not appear in BS and most, or all, of the Greek MSS.1 How 
is this to be explained? The answer will be given that it is due 
to the fact that the oriyou coincide with the sense, so that an 
interpolation would naturally form a oriyos or several. To this 
I would answer that some of the examples, e. g. xiv. 9 trdpxwv év 
pdBw, xv. 26 cis tavra mwetpacpdv are not self-contained clauses 
and might just as well have been joined to the context. Also, 
this explanation will not suit xv. 29 ed apdgere . .. eppwobe. 
There is, moreover, a simple way of testing this suggestion, viz. 
by comparison with the Gospels, and especially with St. Matthew 
and St. Mark, where also the oriyou have a primitive appearance. 
It is hardly fair to include in the list the long passage Matt. xx. 
28 tpeis 5¢... Todo xpyoyov, which occupies 12 orixor in D, 
since this could hardly be written otherwise, and to this might be 
added a passage of 4 orixou in Mark xi. 26 «i dé duets. . . buoy and 
of 5 orixou in John vi. 56 Kaas ev euol... ev atvg. Apart from 
these the only examples which I have noted in these two 
Gospels are: 

Matt. v. 44 evdAoyere Tous KaTapwpevous ve 

KaAws TOLELTE TOLS PELDOVOLVY VULAS 

xil. 47 eurev d€ Tis avTw" Wov y LYTNP Tov 
Kat o adeAor cov evoTyKeLoay e€w 
Eytovvres AaAnoat wor 

1 J] have not included in this list a passage where the ordinary reading seems 

due to omission ex homocoteleuto without assistance from line-division, viz. 
V. 15 Wa epxopevou meTpov kay n okia EmoKiacy 
Tit avTwy* amnhAacoovTo yap 
amo Taons acbevias 
ws ELXEV EKAOTOS AUTWY 
So Hs!¢  Lucif. : dmmdAdooorTo . .. av’tay om. cett. The omission is due 
to the repetition of ad7ar. 
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XVil. 21 TOUTO de TO yevos OUK EKTTOPEVETAL 
" €l PLN EV TPOTEVKXN Kal VHTTELA 
XXV. I Kau TS vu“pNS 
Mark vii. 16 EL TLS EXEL WTA AKOVELV QKOVETW 
xiii, 2 Kaw dia Tprov nepwv 
adXos avacTyoeTat avev YELPWV 
Of these only Matt. xxv. 1 is at all striking. 

The figures for St. Luke, where the orixo. are much dis- 
turbed, are: 

Luke i. 28 evroynpevy ov ev yuvargw 

iv. 4 aAX ev wavre pyyate Cv 
Xl, 4 adda pyoat nas amo Tov Tovnpov 
II aptov py AvGov avtw emidwce 9 Kat 
43 Kat mpwroKkALo1as EV TOLS deurvots 
Of these only xi. 11 is striking. 

There is no example in St. John except vi. 56 (quoted above). 

The portion of the Acts preserved in D consists of 88 pages: the 
Gospels cover 324 pages. Inthe Acts we have noticed 41 cases 
where a passage found only in D occupies a orixos or orixou. We 
might, therefore, expect to find about 150 cases in the Gospels. 
If, however, we reckon all the passages mentioned above, in- 
cluding the long ones, the total is 14. It is, therefore, apparent 
that the phenomena cannot be thus explained. 

It is, indeed, noticeable how frequently in the Gospels doubtful 
passages found in D do not coincide with the orixo, e.g. 
Matt. xvi. 2 dias... ddvacbe, xx. 16 woAAol... éxAextol, Mark 
ix. 44 dmov ... oBéevvura, Luke xxii. 43 &pOn de... THY yh”, 
Xxlll. 17 dvdyknv d&.. . &va. 

More important evidence is furnished by a number of passages, 
in which other MSS. appear to have modified the construction, 
after omitting a passage contained in a orixos or orixo. of D. 
In order to make clear the significance of this fact, I would refer 
back to a reading of & previously quoted. 

John xx. 4 kal 6 ddXos pabyrips mpoddpape | rpoddpape SEN. Here, 
obviously, 5¢ has been inserted to give a construction after 
the omission of kat 6 ddXos pabyrys. 

In the Acts we find the following examples : 

il, 30 Kata capKa avacTtnaa. Tov XpVv 

KQL Kaburae €7l TOV Opovov QUTOU 
So Shi. and many Greek MSS. with Origen and others. 


kaBioat ert tov Opdvov airod A BN. 
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kat was omitted to give a construction after the loss of 
_ the previous line. 
37 Tore waves or cvveNOovres 
KQL AKOVTAVTES KATEVUYNTAY TN KapoLa 
So Shl.™8: dxovoartes 8& xatevvynoay tHv Kapdtav cett. 
ill. 1 ev de Tats nuepats TavTais — 
TETPOS Kat wwavns aveBatvov Eis TO Lepov 
So LP: Ileérpos 8 kat Iwavyys avéBawov eis 76 iepov cett. 
3 ovTos arevioas Tos opPOadpous avTov 
Kal LOWY TETPOV Kat LWaVnV 
So Hb: bs ida Mérpov kal lwdvvyy cedt. 
iv. 18 ovvKatatiepevwv Se avtwv Ty yvoun 
pwvycavres avtovs TapyyyetAavTo 
So Hheig Shl.™s Lucif.: «al xadcavtes adrovs rapyy- 
yerlay 70 cette. 
Vili. 6 ws de yKovov ray ot oxAou 
Tpowerxov Tos Acyomevors vio piAuTTov 
TPOTELXOV TE OF OXAOL TOIs Aeyopevots bd TOD PidtarTov Celt. 
Apparently re and oi dyAo were inserted after the loss of the 
previous line. 
xill. 44 oyedov odn n wodts cvvnxOn akovoat TavAov 
modu Te Aoyov Tomncapevov TEept TOV KU 
Here D appears to be alone: cyeddv raca 4 ods 
avv}xOn dxodoa. tov Aéyov 70d Kv (Ov) ce¢é, Here the writer appears 
to have glanced from IlavAov to rod xv, omitting a line: Tov Adyov 
was inserted to give sense. 
xiv. 19 dvarprBovrwy avtwv Kat didacKovTwv 
emnMov Tues Lovda.ot 
Q7TO LKOVLOU KOL aVTLOXLAS 
So £b Shi.™s, some Greek MSS., Arm. &c.: ér7AOov 
8& dad “Avtioxeias Kat “Ikoviov lovdaton cette. 
XV. 5 ov Oe mapayyeAarres avTois 
avaBawwewv mpos Tous per Burepovs 
eLaveotnoav eyovtes Ties 
So D, apparently solus: eEavéornoay € twes ... A€yovtes 
cett, 
12 ovvkatatebenevwr Oe Twv mperBuTEepa 
TOLS VTO TOV TETPOU ELPNLEVOLS 
everynoev Tay To TAnGos 
So Shl.: eotynoe 8¢ wav 75 TAGs cet. 
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XV. 4I-XVi. I emiorypiCwv Tas exkANovas 
mapadidous Tas evtodas Twv mperBuTepwv 
dueAOwv Se ta €Ovn tavta 
karnvrycey eis OepBynv Kar AvoTpay 
So Leig Shs: emiorypilov ras éxxAyolas. Karyvtnoe 
dé Kat eis A€pBnv Kat eis Avorpay cett. 

XVI. 35 nuepas de yevoperys cvvndOov ous orparnyor 

€Tl TO AUTO ELS THY ayopay 

Kaw avapvyoOevres 

Tov ceo pmov Tov yeyovora epoPyOyoav 

5 Kat ameorelAay Tovs paBdovxous Aeyovras 

atrodvaov Tous avOpwrous exetvous 

ous €xOes mrapedaBes 

So Shl.™: judpas 8& yevouerns drécrehav ot otparyyot 
Tovs paBdovxous A€yovres, AwdAvaov Tors avOpurovs exeivous cette. 

The omission of 1. 7 has already been mentioned. The com- 
pressed reading seems due to the accidental omission of ll. 2-4, 
the result being that of otparnyol Kai dréorekay was emended 
to dréoreav of orparnyot. 

XVll. 15 ov d¢ katacrtavovres Tov TuvAov 

nyayov ews abnvev 
mapybev de tyv Geaoadiav 
exwAvOy yap eis avTous 

5 Knpvgat Tov Aoyov 
AaBovres Se evroAnv rapa TavAov 
Mpos Tov ceiav Kat TYL0Ocov 

Here Ephrem has ‘ But the Holy Spirit prevented him from 
preaching lest they should slay him. And those who conducted 
Paul led him as far as Athens and having received from Paul 
a command to Silas and Timothy’. 

The other MSS. have of d¢ kafioravres tov Taddov pyayov ews 
"AOnvav’ Kat AaBdvres evtoAnv mpds Tov Sidav kal Tydbeov. This 
reading seems based on the omission of ll. 3-5, and the subse- 
quent alteration of AaBovres 5€é to Kal AaBovres. 

Ephrem continues (after Timothy) ‘that they should at once 
come to him in Athens. And they went to him when they 
received the command’. D has 

orws ev Taxer e\Owowy 
mpos avtov e&noav 

Rendel Harris (p. 47) points out that the rendering of Ephrem is 
due to the arrangement by oriyouin D. He says ‘the last line has 
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been detached from the previous ones by the reader or translator 
and made into a separate sentence’, and finds in this ‘an instance 
of the early currency of the Bezan line division’. 

This remark is very interesting, since he has detected in the 
case of Ephrem, on very scanty evidence, what appears to me to 
have been true in that of the common ancestor of all our MSS., 
viz. that an arrangement in orixou, such as is found in D, must be 
presupposed. 

xviii. 4 «lo TTOpEevVOMEVOS de ets THV TUVAYwynV 

Kata mav caSBarov dieAeyero 
Kat evtilers TO OvOMa TOU KU inU 
kaw emufev de ov povov Lovdatovs 
5 adda Kau eAAnvas 
So @ Shi.™e; dued€yero 8e ey rH cvvaywyy Kara wav ca B- 
Barov, éreibé te Iovdaious Kal "EXXnvas cett. 
Here omission of 1. 3 and probably of 1.1 has resulted in 
somewhat free handling of the text. 
12 KATETEOTYHOCV opoOvpadov 
OL LOVOaLOL ovvAadynoavres 
pel EQUTWY ETL TOV qavAov 
kat emBevtes Tas XELpas 
5 yyayov avrov em. to Bynyo. 
; So £1 Shi. Gs: xoreréstycav SpoOvpuasddy ot “lovdato. 7G 
TlavAw, kal Hyayov abrov éxi 76 Bia cect. 

Here the omission appears to be twofold. In the first place the 
writer passed from “Iovdato to éxi tov IadAor in the line below, 
and secondly he omitted 1. 4. 

XX. 12 aomaopevwr Se avtwv 

nyayev TOV VEAVLO KOV Cwvra 
So D, apparently solus: jyayov 8 tov waida Cavra cett, 
15 77 d¢ erepa mapeAaBomev ers Tapov 
Kau PEeWwavTes EV TpwyvALo. 
T™ epxopevn nOopev evs perAnTov 
So sig Shi. Gs, most Greek MSS., and Chrys.: 77 dé 
érépa rapeBddopev cis Sdpov, TH dé exomevy AAPopev cis MiAyrov 
ABS. 

This is one of the passages upon which Ramsay founds his 
theory that the ‘glossator’ of D possessed exceptional knowledge 
of geography. He says ‘highly probable, for the promontory of 
Trogyllium projects far out between Samos and Miletus and the 
little coasting vessel would naturally touch there’ (p. 155). 
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15-16 aveBawopev es tepovoadAnu 

amo Kecapalas Tuv HELV 

ovro Oe nyayov nLas 

map w EevicOwpev 

KQL TAPAYEVOMLEVOL ELS TLVA KWELYV 

eyevon.eba. TAPQ VATWVL TLVL KUTT PLO 

So Shims, dveBaivoper eis ‘Iepovoadyp. cwvndOov de kat 

tov pabytav ard Kocapeias otv qty, &yovres wap & eve OGpev Mva- 
cwvi tit Kumpiw cet. 

The first remark which I would make is, that the text of D is 
clearly defective here. The words ovvpdOov dé kal tov pabyrav are 
necessary, and must have formed a oriyos which has dropped out 
after ‘Iepovoadjp. 

The ordinary text makes St. Paul go from Caesarea to Jerusalem, 
a distance of 68 miles, in one day, that of D makes him stay for — 
a night in a village. Ramsay, who pointed this out, thinks that 
the ‘interpolator ’ was well acquainted with the route. It is difficult 
to think that St. Luke could make such a blunder. 


22 Tl OVV EOTLY TAVTWS 
Seu wANOos ovvedOew 
akovoovTat yap ott eAnAvOas 
So 8 and most MSS.: BC'€ Eth. Orig. have ri otv 
éoTL; TavTws akovoovrar dtu €AyjAvOas. 
25 TeEpt de TWV TETLOTEVKOTWV <Ovwv 
ovdev exovor Aeyelv Tpos Ge 
NES Yy=p amTrerTetAapev KPELVOVTES 
pndev ToLovTov THpELV avToUS 
5 eu pn prraccecbau avtovs To edwAo0bvrov 
Here 1.2 is also given by Zsig@s, The other MSS. omit it 
and ydp in the next line, but otherwise agree with D, except 
A BNE, which omit pydev... ei wy. Apparently 1. 4 was lost, 
and the ei «7 was struck out to make sense. 

The cumulative evidence yielded by these two classes of 
omissions seems to me decisive, and the only conclusion to which 
I can come is that behind all our MSS. we have an archetype 
arranged in orixou similar to those which are found in D. This, 
it will be remembered, is what Rendel Harris has divined in the 
case of Ephrem’s MS., although on very scanty evidence. 

This conclusion entirely upsets all previous theories, and at first 
sight appears bewildering. ‘There is, however, a simple explana- 
tion. The Acts come to an abrupt end, and leave St. Paul in 
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Rome teaching with freedom in his: hired house. As we are told 
nothing about the trial, and its result, the most natural supposi- 
tion is that the Acts were written before this by the faithful 
eyewitness who shared his travels. Now, if the Acts were written 
in Rome, it would be only natural that a Latin translation should 
be issued for the use of those converts whose knowledge of Greek 
was defective. If so, the arrangement of the Greek in orixou, 
with a line for line translation in Latin, would provide the best 
means of providing for their needs. I do not suggest that the 
Acts were originally published in this form. An original in Greek 
only would obviously come first. 


CHAPTER XII 


I Now proceed to deal with some more complicated differences 
between D and the received text. In the light of the passages 
previously considered the situation is changed, and now I venture 
to treat the ordinary readings as abbreviations of the primitive 
text. 

iii. II EKTTOPEVO[LEVOU be TOU TETPOV KAL LWAVOU 

CvvEekeropeveTO KPATWV AUTOUS 
ou Oe Gap Bnbevres eornoay 
ev TH OTA y Kadovpevyn ToACpWVOS eKOapor 
Gb has exeun 
tibus autem petro et iohanne simul et ipse prodiebat 
tenens eos et concurrit omnis populus ad eos in porti 
cu quae uocatur solomonis stupentes 
The other MSS. give 
Kparodvros dé abrod Tov Iérpov kal “Iwdvvnv ovvédpape pds abrovs 
mas 6 Aads eri TH OTOA TH KaAovpevy YoropOvros €xOap Bor. 
Here the omission of 1. 1 seems to have resulted in recasting of 
the text. 
X. 25 mpooeyytlovros Se Tov mreTpov 
els THV KaLoOapLay 
TpodpapLov ELS TWV SovAwy 


duecapyoev TApayEeyovevat QUTOV 


qn 


o de KopynALos exarndyoas 


KQL CVVAVTYTAS AVTW 


So Zeige S hime, 
cos 8¢ eyévero Tod eioedOetv Tov erpov, cvvavricas adtd 6 Kopvidros 
cet. 


Here ll. 2-4 are omitted, probably also 1. 1 GreEE 4 out, and 
a substitute inserted from the context. 

Rendel Harris (p. 63) remarks that ‘the account is as life-like 
as anything we could wish, and agrees with the statement that 
Cornelius had sent /wo slaves’. The ordinary reading seems very 
bald. 

Xi. 2 0 MeV OvY TET POS dua LKQVOU Xpovou 

nOeAnoat TopevOnvat evs vepoToAvpa 
kat Tporpuvyncas Tovs adeApous 
kat emuoTnpigas avtovs trovy Aoyov 
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5 Tolovpevos dua Tw Yopwv 
diWacKkwv avrovs os Kat KaTHVTHGEV avTOLS 
Kan amnyylAev avrois THY Xapw Tov Ov 
ot Oe ex repitopys adeAqor Siexptvovto 
mpos avrov eyovres 
So Pw Shi. 
The ordinary reading is: 
dre dé dvéBy Ierpos cis ‘IepocdAvpa, Siexpivovro mpos adrov of éx 
TeEplTouns, A€yovres. 
Here there seems to have been a double omission. In the first 
place the writer has passed from 1. 1 Ilérpos to «is, which is just 
underneath, and subsequently to have omitted Il. 3-7. 
25 axovoas de ort cavdos ect ets Oapoov 
e&p\ bev avalyntwv avrov 
KQL WS TVVTLXWV TapeKaeceEV 
eAdew eis avTioxeav 
So Hsigp ¥hi.me, 
The ordinary reading is: 
e&prOe 88 cis Tapody évalnricar Sadrov, kat ebpov myoyev eis 
* AvTidxevav. 
This looks like a deliberate attempt at compression. 
27 KatydOov ao tepoco\vpwv 
mpopyrat €Ls avTLOXELaV 
nv Se Todd ayadALacts 
ovveortpappevov Se Nuwv 
5 edy eis €& avtwv ovomatt ayafos 
So Zw August. 
The ordinary reading is: 
karArOov dard ‘lepocodvpov mpopijrae eis ’Avridxevay. dvacras Oe 
eis €€ adrav, dvdpmati” AyaBos. 
Here the omission of Il. 3-4 seems to have led to the insertion 
of dvacras 8€ in 1. 5. 
xiv. 2 o1 Se apyiovvarywyot Twy Lovdalwv 
KOL Ol APXOVTES TYS TVAYWYNS 
ernyayov avrots Swypov Kata Twv SuKavov 
kau exakwoay Tas Wuxas Tov €Ovov 
Kata, TwV adeApov 
So $hl.™s, 
The ordinary reading is : 
of 88 dreOhoavres “Tovdator emryeipay (+ Siwypov # Lee W) Kat 
exdkucay Tas Wuxas Tov COvav Kata TV ddeAPGv. 
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Here there is nothing to correspond to 1. 2, probably 1. 1 was also 
omitted and replaced by of 88 dreOjoavres “Lovdaior (cf. xvii. 5). 
XV. 2 yevomevys Se exTamews ? 
kat Cntyoews ovK oAvyys 
Tw tavdw kat BapvaBa ovv avrots 
eXeyev yap o Tavdos pevety ovTWS 
5 Kabws eriorevoay Sucyupilopevos 
ou de eAnAvOores aro LepovaaAnp 
TapyyyeAay avrois Tw TavdAw Kar BapvaBa 
kat Tow addols avaBavew 
So Hhl.ms, The words @deyev yap... éictevoav also have the 
support of Leis w, 
The ordinary reading is: 
yevopevyns 8 ordcews Kat Lyrnoews od ddiyyns TO TavdrAw kat TO 
BapvéBa mpos aitovs éragav dévaBaivew Iatdov xat BapvéBav 
kai Twas GAXovs. 
Here the source of the omission is clear, viz. that the copyist 
passed from 7 IavAw xal BapvdBa in |. 3 to the same words in 
l. 7, omitting the intervening words. In order to give a sense 
éragav was introduced. This is a very instructive case. 
5 ov de mapayyeavres avrous 
avaBatvew mpos Tous mperBuTepous 
eLaveotnoav Aeyovtes TWeES 
aro TNS EpeTEws THV PapicaLwy 
TETLOTEVKOTES OTL SEL TEPLTEMVELY AUTOUS 
Here D seems to be unsupported. 
The ordinary reading is: 
eaveornoay S€ twes dard Tis aipécews TOV Papicaiwv reTUTTEVKOTES, 
Aeyovres Ore Act repiréuvew adrovs. 

The reading of D presents some difficulty, since A¢yovres goes 
better before dr. Aci. Also, something seems lost, e.g. kat dAdou 
before tues. The arrangement of the orixou is not perfect, since 
wemuctevxotes Should go with the preceding line.. The first two 
arixo. have been omitted in the other copies. 

XVi, 10 dueyepfers ovv Sinynoato To opapa ynuiv 

KOL EVONTAPEV OTL TPOTKEKAYTAL NMAS O KS 

evayyedioacbat Tovs ev TN pakedovie 

Ty Oe eravpiov axOevres amo Tpwados 
Here dueyepbels . . . évonoapev is supported by €8, and 7 8e éraviprov 
dvaxOevres by S hl.™s, 
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The ordinary reading is : 

ds 8€70 dpapa elder, edOéws eyryoaper eedOeiv cis Tv MaxeSoviar, 

~ op BiBaLovres dtr mpockéxAnTar ppas 6 Oeds ebayyeAlcacbar 

airovs. dvaxevres ody dad THs Tpwddos. 
This is a very puzzling case. 

38-40 amnyyedav Se avrois ot otparnyous 

ot paBdovyor Ta pypara Tavra. 
Ta pnbevra mpos Tovs oTparnyous 
ou Se axovoarres ort pwpacor evo 

5 epoByPycay kau rapayevopevor 
pera hirwv troddwv es tnv pvdAaknv 
mapekarecay avtous e€eOeww evrovres 
nyvoncapev Ta Ka vas 
ott extat avdpes Sixavou 

10 Kat e€ayayovres 
mapexaAderav avrovs Aeyovres 
€k TNS ToAEws TavTys eLeADare 
pyrote tadw ocvvetpapwow nw 
exuxpaovres Kad vw 

15 e€edOovres Se ex THs hvAakns 
nAPov mpos tTyv Avdvav 
kat LoovTes TOUS adeAous 
dunyyoravro ova erounvev KS avToLS 
TopakaderavrTes avtous Kat e€nOav 

Rendel Harris (p. 27) quotes from Ephrem : 

‘So then that this favour might be unto them, they came and 
besought of them, saying, we knew not that ye were just men, 
even as the earthquake indeed presaged of you. So then we ask 
of you this favour, depart from this city, lest the same men gather 
together after the earthquake against you who before the earth- 
quake were gathered together.’ 

Lines 8-14 are supported by Shi. There is also some Latin 
authority for them and for ll. 17-19 rods adeAgors . . . adtovs. 

The ordinary reading is: 

dmpyyerav 8& trois otparnyois of paBdodyo. Ta pyyata Tatra. 

epoBynOnoav Sé dxovoavres Ott “Pwpatol ciov Kai édOdvres 
Tapekdderay avtovs, kal eLayayovres Hpdtwv dreNOety aad THs 
modews. e&eAOdvres Se ex THS Hrdakys cionOov mpds THV 
Avdiay’ Kat iddvres wapexddeoav Tovs adeApors Kal e&7AOor. 
Here we have to notice a series of omissions. Lines 3 and 6 
have disappeared. The writer then appears to have passed from 
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mapexdAecav adtovs in 1. 7 to the same words in 1. 11, but to have 
partially rectified his error by inserting 1. 10. Lines 13 and 14 are 
omitted: also |. 18, the last omission causing some slight alteration 
in the wording. There seems to be a combination of accidental 
omission and condensation. 
XVilil. 27 ev Oe TH eherw eridynpovvTes 

TWES KopwOtou KQL AKOVOQVTES QUTOU 

mapekaAdouy dueAGew vy avrots 

els THV TAT poo. QuTWV 

5 CVVKATAVEVOAVTOS be QvuTOU 

Ou ee tou eypailav TOUS €V KopwOu pabnrass 

ows arodeEwvrat Tov avdpa 

os emdnpnoas eis TV aXaLav 

moAvw ovveBadXero ev Tals exkANoLALS 
So $ hl.ms, with some Latin support. 

The ordinary reading is: 

Bovdopevov Se adrod duedOetv eis tiv ’Axalay mpotpedevor of adeA- 
got eypawav trois pabynrais dmrodé£acGor adrdv’ Os tapayevo- 
pevos ovveBddeTo Todd Tois TemuTTEvKdGL OLA THS XApLTOS. 

This is a difficult case. It looks as if ll. 1-4 had been omitted 
and replaced by a summary drawn from the context. On the 
other hand I should be disposed to look on tots remucrevxdor dud 
THS Xapitos aS a orixos which has been omitted by D. 

x1x. I OeAovtos Se Tov wavAov 

kata Tyv ovav BovAnv 
mopever Oar eis tepoooAvpa. 
ELTEV AUTH TO TVA VTOTTPEPEW ELS THV ATLAV 
5 dveAO wv be TA AVWTEPLKO MEP 
EpxeTau els ehewov 
So $hl.mg, with some Latin support. 

The ordinary reading is: 

eyévero O& ev TG Tov “AToANA elvan ev KopivOw IladAov dueAOovta Ta 
dvwrepixa wépn edAOety eis "Edecor. 

Probably ll. 1-4 were omitted and replaced ‘s a supplement 
drawn from the context. 

Rendel Harris (p. 48) quotes from Ephrem ‘ Paul wished of his 

own will to go to Jerusalem, but the Spirit sent him back to Asia 
. he went round the upper region and came down to Ephesus’. 
I4 €V Ols KQL VLOL OKEVGA TLYOS LEpEews 
nOeAnoav TO avTo TonTaL 
fos eixav Tovs TovovTous efopKiCetv 
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kat eve ovres mpos Tov SatpoviComevov 
5 npgavro eruxadeoOar To ovopa AeyovTes 
mapayyeXAopev ou ev inv 
ov mavdos efe\Oew Kypvoce 
The words éedOeiv xnpioce in 1. 7 are in the wrong order. The 
Latin is guem paulus praedicat exire. The error is rectified by 
a corrector. 

D is here supported by $hl.™8, 

The ordinary reading is: 

Hoay O€ Tivos Xxeva lovdaiov dpyrepews errd. viol TodTO ToLovvTES. 

Ramsay says ‘D here gives a text which is intelligent, con- 
sistent, and possible: the accepted text is badly expressed, and 
even self-contradictory ’ (p. 153). He refers to the fact that in v. 16 
the sons of Sceva are said to be two in number (xaraxupiedoas 
dudorépwv), not seven. Also, it is difficult to see the meaning of 
apxtepéws here. The context rather implies that Sceva was a 
heathen who copied the Jewish exorcists mentioned in v. 13. 

Apparently ll. 3-7 have been omitted, and ll. 1-2 remodelled. 

The corruption érra viof is very odd. I can only suggest that 
¢ (= éara) is due to misunderstanding of £ (= je), a well-known 
critical mark.’ 

The whole passage is a striking example of D’s superiority to 
the other MSS. 

I have hitherto abstained from mentioning two famous readings 
of D, viz. xii. 10 Kav efeNOovres KareByoav tous .€. BaOpous 

kat mpoondOay pupny puav 

KQt evGews aTEeoTy O ayyeXos aT QUTOU 

KGL O TETPOS EV EQAUTW yevopevos Elev 
Here & has the equivalent for xaré@ynoav rots BaOpovs kal: other 
MSS. omit the passage. It is impossible to suppose that an 
interpolator invented such a striking detail as the descent of the 
seven steps. One can imagine St. Peter counting them as he 
walked. 

The omission here is not quite similar to those which I have 
previously considered, since it is not an entire line which has been 
dropped, as would have been the case if xpoo#AOov had also been 
omitted. Probably the writer was puzzled by the occurrence of 
xat at the beginning of four orixou. 

1 This is found in the forms (” and ¢y in the papyrus of Sophocles, /chneutae, 


Ox. 1174 (cent. ii), and ¢y is used for ¢yrnréoy five times in Zebtumds, ii. 343 
(cent. ii). I owe these references to Dr. Hunt. 
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xix. 9 To KaOynpepay Siadeyomevos ev TH TXOAH © 
TUPAVVLOV TOS azo wpas .€. ews SEeKaTNS 
The words rwdés.. . Sexdrns are supported by Lee S hl.ms, and 
some minuscules: the other MSS. omit them. The statement that 
St. Paul taught from the first to the fifth hour is so vivid and minute 
that in Ramsay’s opinion ‘it can only be deliberate impertinence 
(which is improbable) or founded upon actual tradition’ (p. 152). 
I have no explanation to offer for the omission. 
To these I may add xix. 28: 
TavTa Se akovcavTEs 
Kaw yevopevor wAnpets Ovpov — 
Spapovres es TO apodov expalov AeyovTes 
peyadn apremis epecwwy 
So Shl.™&: om. Spapdvres cis 76 dodov cetf. Ramsay remarks: 
‘The addition increases the individuality and the local colour, and 
possibly an actual tradition surviving in Ephesus fixed the house 
or. the public s¢oa where the preliminary meeting was held, and the 
street along which the artisans ran invoking the goddess’ (p. 153). 
Ramsay, who has done so much to point out the value of D in 
the Acts, holds that these striking readings came from a very well 
informed glossator. Rendel Harris (p. 65) remarks that ‘if the 
glossator be a separate person from the author, he must have had 
the soul of a harmonist, but he must also have been gifted with some 
of the trained instincts of a modern critic’. Lake very properly 
expresses doubt ‘whether such good work is really that of a 
glossator’. The supposed glossator appears to me no other than 
St. Luke himself, whose words have been preserved by D. 
I have not included in this discussion some important passages 
for which we have not now the evidence of D. These are: 
vill. 37 etre 5€ 6 Pidurmos, Ei muorevers e€ dAns THs Kapdias, 
eLeotw. dmoxpulels dé etre, Tuorevw tov vv Tod Ov etvan Tov Iv 
Xv (94). 
So HZ Shl. Arm. Iren. and some Greek MSS. including Z. 
1X. 5 okAnpdv cou mpos Kevtpa Aakrilew. Tpéwwv Te kal OapBav 
elev, Ke, Ti pe OeAeis TorHoaL; Kal 6 KS mpds avTov (85). 
So #3 hi.™mgs Lucif. Amb. 
The words oxAypov .. . Aaxrilew are inserted after ri pe Sides ; 
instead of after ov ov dudes, by ZL. 
XXlli. 24 €PoByOn yap pyroredprdcartes avrov ot Lovdaior aroxtevo- 
ow Kal adros perakd eyxhyua éxn ds apydptov <iAnpis (93). 
SoZ Shi. . 
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xxlV. 6 Kal Kard Tov qucrepov vopov AOedjoapev Kpivar. TapeAOdv 
Se Avoias 6 xuAlapyos peta woddfs Blas éx Tov XELpOV Hav 
amnyaye, kehedoas Tovs Katy ydpous adrod épyeo Oar ei ve (141). 

So Leis $ hl. Eth. and Z. 

XXVill. 16 6 Exardvrapyos wapéduxe Tors Seopious TS oTparoreddpyn 
(49). 

So £ Shi. Eth. 

29 Kal Tadra adrod eimdvros danAOov of “Iovdator, todd} €xovres ev 
éavrois cvyrnow (69). 

So #Shl. and most Greek MSS.: om. 8 B A, alii. 

It is highly probable that D here agreed with its allies. 

The last of these passages differs from the others, since it has 
the support of most Greek authorities. The omission may be 
characteristic of a particular group. 

I have numbered the letters, in order to bring out the fact that 
viii. 37 and xxiii. 24 are of equal length. This may be due to 
chance, or may show that the omission represents lines of an 
intermediate MS., not written in oriyo.. The coincidence is 
certainly striking. 

I now proceed to consider the relation of D to the archetype. 
If we assume, as seems to me probable, that this was written 
about A. D. 62, it follows that some 440 years, or more, must have 
elapsed before D was written. There is room for a number of 
intermediate MSS. during this period. It is, therefore, likely that 
a certain amount of change has taken place in the arrangement of 
the oriyo., and that several more omissions in the ordinary text 
would be explicable, if we had these in their primitive form. 
Thus xviii. 19 D gives: 

KATAVTYOAS be €ls eperov 

Kau Tw ertovTe caBBatw exewous KaTeAUTEV EKEL 
autos be cece Mwy ets THV TIVaywyNV 

dueAeyeTo TOLS LOVOaLOLS: 

The words 76 émdvri caBBdrw (without coi) are supported by 
Hb Shi. Es: om. cet. 

There is no reason for saying that St. Paul left Aquila and 
Priscilla on the Sabbath, but every reason for saying that he went 
into the synagogue on that day. I suspect, therefore, that the 
words (séve xai) should come after cvvaywyyv. 

1 Cf. xv. 24 A€yovres TepirépverOat Kal Tnpetv Tov vopov (38).. These words, 


omitted by D as well as by NBA, are found in C Z& and most Greek MSS. 
Possibly this passage should be added to the list. 
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On one occasion D has an obvious transposition, viz. : 
Vv. 29 meWapyew Se Oo wadrdov 7 avOpurors 
o O€ TeTpos ELTEV TPOS AVTOUS 

This is not shared by i4, 

On some occasions the reading of d shows that something has 
been lost by D, e. g.: 

Xl. 26 éyévero 8 atrois Kal éviavtdv dAov cvvaxPnvar ev TH 

exxAyoia, Kal duddéar 6xAov ikavov. 

Here Dd read as follows : 
olTives Tapayevopevot eviavTov ohoy contigit uero eis annum totum 
ovvexvonoay oxAov tKQVOV commiscere ecclesiam 


Here D has omitted év ri éxxAyoia Kal diddéau (the words are 
supplied by a later hand), while d omits xat diddgéau dxAov ixavov. 
It is to be noticed that d appears to render éyévero 8¢ avrois, the 
ordinary reading. 

XX1l. 39 «v Tapow Se Tys KiALKLas yeyevVnpEVOS 

n 


tarsesis ex ciliciae non ignotae ciuitatis 
Here D has omitted ovx aonpov rodews woAirys after KuArKias, 


while d@ has no equivalent for yeyevvypévos. Neither renders 
moXirys. 


xvii. 5. Here the ordinary reading is 
, XN e? a AN: / fat 3 LA XX 
Cnrooartes 5é of “Iovdator, Kai mpocAaBdpevor TOV ayopaiwy Twas 
avdpas Tovypovs. 


D d give 
ot de amretBouvres tovdator adsuptis uero iudaeis 
ovveTpepavres Twas avdpas conuertentes quosdam uiros 
TWV AyopaLwy TovypoUs forenses subdoles 


Here d has no equivalent for daeiModvres, while ames looks 
like a mistranslation of rpooAaBdpevor. 

There are some minor discrepancies. Thus d@ has no equivalent 
for rovjoa y (iv. 14),' tvAdvos (xii. 13), Or Sucyupitopevos (xv. 2). 
Also d sometimes mistranslates, e. g. : . 

XVlil. 5 qapeyevovto de aro Tys pakedovias 

‘ut uero aduenerunt in macedonia 

Both D and d have numerous slips, e. g. iv. 29 ayias (= daretdds) 
D, minacias d, i. 15 non omnium @: dvopdérwv D, iv. 33 testim d: 
papripiov D, vi. 15 stans d@: eatwros D (stantis 2). 

It is obvious that D (and @) sometimes omit. I arrange these 


1 So D: om. plerique. 
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omissions in order of magnitude, and asterisk those where Zh 
supports the usual reading. 

(10) iv. 13 Kat iSidrar om. D. 

(14) i. 9 Brerdvrwv airév om. D August. 

(21) xvil. 34 *xal yuvty dvdpare Aduapis om. D. 

At the beginning of the next oriyos D has edcyjpov. As this 
epithet is especially used of women, it seems to be a relic of the 
missing Damaris. Ramsay (p. 161) thinks that there was an 
intentional excision due to the ‘ Asiatic distaste for prominence 
of women’. 

Iv. I *xal 6 otparyyos rod iepod om. D. 

(22) li. 31 mpoiddv eXddnoev rept ris om. D. The words are 
inserted by a later hand. 

X1. 26 ev TH exxAnoia Kal Siddéar om. D, cf. supra. 

xxl. 6 kal avéBnpev cis rd tAotov om. D. 

39 ovK donpov réAEws roAirns om. D. 
(23) xxi. 16 ow7AAOov 88 Kal TOV pabnrav om. D. 
(24) xvill. 3 “joav yop oxyvorowi rH téxvy om. D Lie, 

This personal detail must be genuine. 

(25) il. 19 aipa Kal rip Kal drpida Karvov om. D Leis P Priscill. 
(35) Xvii. 18 dre Tov W Kal Thy avdoracw einyyeAtLero om. D LEE, 

To these I should be inclined to add: 

XVill, 27 rois reriorevKdor Sida THs xdputos om. D (20). 

It will be observed that out of these 13 cases 9 are omissions 
of 21-5 letters. This is a singular coincidence. It may be 
accounted for by the fact that this is a very frequent length for 
a orixos in D. 

I proceed to say a few words concerning £. This is stated to 
have been written in the fifth century. If so, it may be older than 
D. It is written in long lines of about 38-40 letters to the line. 
There are, I think, indications that it is derived from an ancestor 
written in orixo. similar to those of D. I quote the following 
passages as given in D: 

ili. 13 Kata mpoowrov TeiAarov 

TOU KPELVAVTOS €KELVOU 
‘amoAvew avtov GeXovros 
Here # has _ 

ante faciem pilati illo uolente eum dimittere, 07. rod Kpivavros 

éxe(vou. 

Iv. IO-1II €v TOVTW OUTOS TAPEOTYKEV 

EVWTLOV VUWV vylys 
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ovros ear o Avbos o e€ovbevnbas vp Hyuov 
TWV OLKOOOMWY 
5 0 yevopevos ets Kearny ywvias 
KQL OUK €OTLV EV adAw ovoeve 
D here appears to have omitted 4 ocwrypia after otdevi. The 
reading of / is: 
in illo iste conspectu uestro sanus ad 
stat in alio autem nullo. hic est lapis qui contem 
tus est a uobis quia aedificatis qui factus est in caput 
anguli 
transposing kal otk éorw év dAAw ovderi from ywvias (at the end of 
1. 5) to dyuys (at the end of 1. 2). The transposition is shared by 
£ Shi.™8 and Cyprian 
ib. 13-14 emeyetvwoxov be avrovs ort ovy Tw iD Yoav 
tov avOpwrov BXemovtes 
GvV QUTWV EDGTWTA TOV TeOepamrevprevov 
ovdey elxov ToLnoaL N avTiTEW 
Here 4 omits 1. 1 swo doco and after contradicere (= dvreureiv) has 
quidam autem ex ipsis agnosce _ 
bant eis quoniam cum ihu conuersabantur 
I have already noted important agreements of % with D, viz. : 
v. 38 et non maculetis manus uestras 
39 neque uos neque 
principes ac tyranni abstinete itaquae uos ab is- 
-tis hominibus 
vi. 8 in nomine ihu xpi (so xviii. 8) 
10 et quod reuincentur 
ab eo cum omni fiducia tunc itaque non ualen 
tes resistere aduersus ueritatem 
15 stantis inter illos 
vill, I qui remanserant hierosylymis 
XIV. 7 ut motum est omne genus in doctrina eorum 
paulus autem et barnabas commorabantur in lystris 
g et habens timorem 
10 tibi dico in nomine ihu nostri dii fili di 
xVill. 2 qui uenerunt in achaiam 
4 interponens nomen domini 
6 cum multis fieret uerbum et scripturae interpretarentur 
So also 
ill. 3 hic contemplatus oculis su 
is cum uidisset petrum et iohannem 
iv. 18 consentientibus autem ad sententiam denuntiauerunt 
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xiv. 19 et cum ibi commorarentur et doce 
rent superuenerunt quidam iudaei ab iconia et antio 
chia 
XVili. 12 exurreserunt con 


sentientes iubaei et conlocuti secum de paulo inie 
cerunt ei manus 

On the other hand, % has passages omitted by D, viz. : 

iv. 2 et praetor templi 

13 et idiotae 
xvii. 34 et mulier nomine damalis 
xviii. 3 erant enim arteiicio lectari 

On one occasion, where D is deficient, # has a reading which 
seems to be genuine, viz. : 

ix. 20 cum omni fiducia, so Irenaeus: om. cette. 

More doubtful cases are 

xiv. 18 dAAG ropever Oar éxacrov eis Ta idua, C and some minus- 

cules, $ hl.™s Arm. 

Here / has et dimiserunt eos ab (i.e. ad) se. 

ib. 19 Kal reioavres Tovs dyAovs. 

We find in / a fuller version, viz. : 

qui palam disputabant uerbum di persuadebant 
illis hominibus ne crederent eis docentibus dicentes 
quia nihil ueri dicunt sed in omnibus mentiuntur 
et concitaberunt turbam 
20 kukucdvtwy S& adirév tév pabytdv| tunc circumdederunt 
eum dicentes (= discentes) et | cum discessisset populus 
vespere. 

In xiv. 6 after xarépvyov eis tas TéAES THs AvKaovias f adds sicut 
ihs dixerat eis LX [XII ?]. The reference is to the directions given 
to the 72 in Luke x. 11. This appears to be a gloss which would be 
more appropriate, if it came at xiii. 51 éxrwagdpevor Tov Kovioprov 
Trav modav ér avrovs. It may have been entered on the wrong 
folio of an ancestor.' 

I have noticed the following omissions, where D is extant : 

vi. 5 Kal TH duaKxovia (13) 
xviii. 5 ovvelyero TH Adyw MaddAos, Siapaprvpovpevos Tors ‘lovdators 
elvas tov xv KV Ww (64) 
Also, where we have not the evidence of D: 
XxVi. 26 od weiPopat (10) 
XXVli. 7 Korda Sadpovyy (12) 
1 Cf. pp. 10, 68. 
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Xxvi. 26 kal rappnovaLopuevos (18) 
22 dxpi Tis Huepas Tavrns (19) 
26 od ydp éorw év yuvia wexpaypevov TodTO (33) 
Xxvii. 1 ds 52 éxpiOn Tod daromhety Hyas eis THY “Iradiav (38) 
2 péddovr weir cis Tods Kata THY “Aciay Térovs (38) 
ix. 12 Kat etdev dvSpa ’Avaviav évdpatt eioeAOOvra, Kat eriOévra 
airé ras xelpas, Gus avaBreWy (73) 

The only point which I would notice is that the number 38 
occurs twice, and that 19 (18) also occurs. 

There is a curious passage where the text of % has been ab- 
breviated, whether by accident or otherwise, viz. : 

XXVii. II-13 6 d€ ExarovTapxos TG KuBepvyrn Kal TS vavKAypwo 
pGAXov ereiero 7) Tos bd Tod TLavAov Aeyopevors. avevérou 
de Tod Aipévos tadpyovros mpos Tapaxepaciav ot mAetovs 
Cevro Bovdiy avaxOjnvar exeider, eirws SbvaLvTO KaTaVTYTAVTES 
eis Boivixa trapaxepdoa, Aeva tTHS Kpyrns BrA€rovta Kata 
NiBa Kal Kata xSpov. brorvevoavtos Sé vorov, Sdgavtes THS 
mpobecews KeKpaTnKéval, Gpavtes Gawov mapehéyovTo. 

For this / gives 

gubernator autem 
et magister navis cogitabant nauigare si forte possent 
uenire phoenicem in portum qui est cretae consen 
tiebant illis magis centurio quam pauli uerbis et 
dum flat auster tulimus celerius et sublegebamus 
The equivalent in Greek would be: 

6 8 KuBepvyrys Kat 6 vavKAnpos EGevto BovAnv avaxOjnvar éexeibev ei- 
mus Svvawro é\Gelv eis Poivixa, Apeva THS Kpyrys. 6 de Exardv- 
Tapxos paddov éreibero adrois ) Tots trd Tod IlavAov Aeyope- 
vous. tromvevcavros O& voTou dpavres Gowov TapeAcyoucba. 

Here there is no equivalent for dvevOérov dé. . . of wAetous (57), 
Brérovra . . « xGpov (28), ddgavres THs . . . KexparnKevat (32). 
There is also a dislocation of the words padAov émeibero . . . 
Aeyouevors (41) with some consequential changes. The process is 
curiously like that which has already been observed in the develop- 
ment of the ordinary Greek recension. 

As I have mentioned that some omissions of 4 coincide with 
orixor in D, I add the following examples of a similar phenemene 
in the case of N: 

li, 21 Kat evra 7as os av erikadeoyTat TO Ovoja TOU KU 

owOnoerar 
om. &. 
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X1V. 20 Kat Thy exavpiov cénOer - 
ov Tw BapvaBa evs depBnv 
evayyeACopevot Se Tous ev TY Tod 

om. S. 

I add the following corruption. 

XIX. 22 evrwv ote peta To yeverOau pe exer 
det ae Kal pwmnv ederv 
KQL aTrooTelAas Els THY PaAKEOoVLaY 
dvo Twv StakovovvTwy avTw 
TiyoHeov Kat EparToV 
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NS has éi rywofeov. The writer appears to have looked back 


four orixou. 
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CHAPTER XIII 


In the preceding discussion I have confined myself strictly to 
the special investigation which I have had in view. Thus I have 
said nothing about the Vulgate. It must not, therefore, be thought 
that I undervalue the great work of Jerome. On the contrary, 
one of the chief results of my inquiry has been to show me the 
immense importance of the Latin evidence. Since, however, the 
Vulgate represents the recension of a critic, founded upon the Old 
Latin versions, but corrected from Greek MSS., it does not help 
us to unravel the tangled skein. For this purpose the primitive 
and illiterate versions of the earlier translators are more valuable. 

I have made no attempt to acquaint myself with the Higher 
Criticism of the Gospels. Such studies belong to other inquiries, 
and are, in a sense, posterior to the facts which I have endeavoured 
to collect. 

I have said little about interpolation, since this is not the subject 
with which I am concerned. I do not doubt that there are some 
interpolations where doctrinal points are concerned. Such variants 
as those in Matt. i. 16: 

© pyynorevfeioa rapSévos Mapp, éyévvyoev "Incotv tov Aeyopevov 

Xpirrév © S Arm. 

tov dvdpa Mapias, e& Hs eyevvy9n "Inoods 6 Aeydpevos Xprords cett, 
must be due to set purpose. So also the different versions of the 
genealogy in Luke iii admit of no other explanation. 

In the great majority of cases, however, there is no possible 
reason for interpolation, and the hypothesis of omission is very 
much more simple. If this is so, the shorter reading can no 
longer claim preference on account ofits brevity. I would illustrate 
by a very few examples : 

' John vii. 46 obdérore ottws dvOpwros eAdAyoev, ds obtos adel 6 
avOpwrros. 

Here B has the abbreviated reading ovdérore ehddnoev odtws 

dvOpwros, so recent editors. To my ears the fuller reading seems 

much more emphatic. The omission is easily explained by the 

repetition. 

1 Tf 4’s ancestor had inverted the first words, giving obS5émore éhadAnoev ov Tws 
dvOpwros, the rest would be easily omitted (Aom.)e 


PRIMITIVE TEXT OF THE GOSPELS AND ACTS 107 


John iii. 1 5 Wa was 6 muoTevwv év atT® wy amrdAntat, GAN éxn Conv 
OLWVLOV. 
Here 8 & omit wy daddnrau ddN (13), which may well have formed 
a line in an ancestor. Without the antithesis the sense is very tame. 
Markix.38 cidouev twa év 76 dvdpari cov éxBddXovra Sarpdvia, ds odK 
adKxohovbel Huiv, Kat éxodvopev aitdv, Stu odK dxodovbel Huiv. 
Here BN omit ds odk dxoAovbet nut after darudvia. Nothing could 
be simpler than the hypothesis of omission from homoeoteleuton, 
and to me the fuller form seems thoroughly in keeping with the 
style of the New Testament. 

It has already been pointed out by others! how much more 
preferable on literary grounds the two synonyms aivodvres xal 
evoyovvres are to the simple c<iAoyotvres (B&) in Luke xxiv. 43. 
It is a mistake to make the Evangelist, to quote the French 
phrase, zres avare de ses paroles. 

For such reason I am very sceptical as to many of Hort’s 
‘conflate readings’. I venture upon one suggestion which may 
be considered bold. 

Luke vi. 48: cat ovx icyvoe cadetoar airy. 

Here most MSS,, including 4 C D, add: 
TéOepediwro yap eri rHv wérpav (26) 
For this BS, and some others, give: 
ud. 70 KaAGs oixodoujcOar abryv (27) 

- The second reading is so weak, as compared with the first, that 
it is unfair to St. Luke to suppose that it can have been the 
original, if it stands by itself. If, however, it is combined with 
the variant, as apparently in the Ethiopian, the sense is admirable, 
Viz. : 

‘because it was well built. For it was founded upon a rock’. 

In support of this it may be noticed that one variant contains 
26 letters and the other 27. Neither appears in %8, a fact which 
may show that there was some confusion. 

I am aware that I am laying myself open to the imputation of 
foisting all manner of interpolations upon Holy Writ. I would 
reply by saying that those critics who are most sceptical in the 
case of additions not found in BN are most credulous when 
dealing with additions of B&. I quote the following example : 

Mark iii. 14 at érotnoe SddeKa, iva. Bou per’ adrod, cat tva drooréhAy 


avTovs knptooey, Kai exew efovotav éxBadAv Ta Saudvia. 


1 Salmon, p. 68. 
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Here after Samovua BN add kat éroince rovs dwdexa, so recent 
editors. This appears to me a dittography of the most puerile 
description. If I were dealing with a classical author, I should 
say that it was a variant for kal éroinoe dudexa (without the article), 
which had got into the text some lines further down. 

There are some uncertainties here, viz. whether d0dexa or 8’ was 
written, also whether the words ois cal droardAous dvopacev, added 
by 4 after the first Sédexa, are genuine or not, so I do not attempt 
to write the lines as they appeared in the ancestor of BN. 

In another case a similar variant appears to have infected most 
MSS., including D. 

John xiv. 13 kal 6 ru dv airnonrte év TO dvopari pov, TodTo ToLnTw” 
iva SogacOy 6 rarnp ev TO vid. edv TLaitnonTe me ev TO Ovopari 
ov, TOUTO TOLHTW. 

Here 4 £> 38 Arm. omit édv 71 airjonté pe... roijow. It seems 
to be a duplex lectio for cai 6 tT dv airnonte . . . ToINow. 

To this should probably be added : 

John iii. 31 6 dvwOev épyopevos éravw ravrwv éotiv: 6 dv éx TIS 
ys €x THS yns €or, Kal ex THs yys Aad 6 ex TOD ovpavod 
€pxopmevos 0 Ebpake Kal HKovoe, TOTO papTupel. 

After the second épyduevos A B and other authorities add éravw 
mravrTwv éoriv, while DS &% S Arm. omit these words. Their insertion 
is easily explained by the repetition of épydpevos. 

I abstain from giving further instances, since textual criticism 
in the usual sense lies outside the limits of this inquiry, and 
merely give one example where BN with some other MSS. 
appear to be free from a singular corruption. This is in Luke 
Vi. I: 

eyévero be év caBBdrw SiarropevecOar adrov bia TOV oTopipur. 
Here ACD and most MSS. add Sevreporpwitw. No one has 
succeeded in explaining what is meant by the ‘second sabbath 
after the first’. I would here refer toa passage in the Acts xili. 33 
ev TO Yarpo TO devrépw yeypamrat. 

Here D Lig, with a large number of the Fathers, give mpwre for 
devtépw. 

It appears to me that devreporpditw is due to conflation of 
similar variants. 

It now remains to consider the genesis of BN. 

With regard to & we have one certain fact to go upon. This 
is a note at the end of Esther, written by a later hand, saying that 
the MS. had been collated with a very early copy corrected by the 
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hand of Pamphilus. Kenyon says, ‘Pamphilus was the disciple of 
Origen, co-editor with Eusebius of a text of the Septuagint em- 
bodying the results of Origen’s labours, and founder of a library 
at Caesarea which was the centre of textual study of the Scriptures, 
initiated and inspired by Origen. Copies of Origen’s works were 
the special objects of Pamphilus’s zeal as a librarian (cf. Jerome, 
£p. cxli)’. This proves nothing as to the place where & was 
written, and both Lake and Kenyon think that it originally came 
from Egypt. Origen was connected both with Egypt and with 
Caesarea, the former having been the scene of his earlier labours 
and the latter the place where he passed his later life. 

The evidence about Z is less conclusive. Rendel Harris thinks 
that it was written at Caesarea, and finds internal evidence of this 
in the fact that the scribe on one occasion substitutes “Avrurarpis, 
a town near Caesarea, for warpis.1_ A connexion with Caesarea at 
a later date is inferred from the fact that a slightly later hand has 
inserted in 4 (so also in &) achapter division of the Acts made by 
Euthalius in the fourth century. ‘There is evidence,’ Kenyon says, 
referring to a colophon in another MS., ‘that a very early copy (if 
not the archetype) of the Euthalian Acts was at Caesarea, whence its 
system of chapter-division may have been inserted into B and N’. 
Also the text of B in the Old Testament is said to be in the main 
identical with that of Origen’s Hexagla, which was completed at 
Caesarea and issued by Eusebius and Pamphilus. On the other 
hand there are features in B, e.g. the use of letters Coptic in 
character in the titles of some books, which suggest connexion 
with Egypt. Kenyon sums up the facts by saying, ‘ There is fair 
evidence of a connexion with the textual school of Caesarea, which 
does not exclude an actual origin in Egypt from which the school 
of Caesarea took its rise.’ 

It is here important to remember that Origen of Alexandria and 
Eusebius of Caesarea are the first Fathers whose quotations support 
the BN text. Lake suggests that ‘the use of the Neutral text in 
Alexandria began at some time between Clement and Origen’. 

It will be seen that there is very fair evidence for ascribing the 
same provenance, whether this be Caesarea or Egypt, to both the 
MSS.? Also, both of them were written after a date when textual 


1 Matt. xiii. 54. 

2 Tischendorf thought that the scribe of B also wrote some seven leaves o1 
the N. T. in &, besides portions of the O. T. Lake, however, after a minute 
examination of the writing emphatically denies this. 
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criticism was applied to the New Testament. In view of their 
general similarity it is quite likely that they represent a recension, 
possibly that of Origen or one of his friends. 

The methods of Origen in his edition of the Old Testament 
were sharply criticized by Jerome, who accuses him of corrupting 
the text by his asterisks and obeli.1_ The former sign was affixed 
by him to passages which were in the Hebrew but omitted by the 
Septuagint, and the latter to passages in the Septuagint which — 
were not found in the Hebrew. ‘This use of asterisks and obeli 
was invented at Alexandria by Homeric critics, who had to deal 
with the authenticity of suspected passages. The early papyri 
(iii/ii cent. B.C.) contain a number of these which have not found 
a place in later MSS. Origen, therefore, borrowed his diacritical 
marks from the old grammarians. They are to be found in a papyrus 
of Ezekiel, to which I have already referred (Greek Papyri, vol. i, 
no. 5), as also in later MSS. 

We find asterisks and obeli used in MSS. on several occasions 
where the reading is doubtful, e.g. Luke xxii. 43-4, John v. 4, 
Vil. 53—viii. 11. The reason why early critics felt doubtful was the 
very natural one, that the words were omitted by some of their 
MSS. This is stated on various occasions. The references to. 
the end of St. Mark have been collected by Burgon. 

Eusebius remarks on v. 8 époBotvro yap 

év TovTw. yap oxeddv év Grace Tois avTvypdors TOD Kata Mépxov 
evayyediou wepryéypartat TO TéeAOS: TAO CSRS OTavins EY TITW 
GAN ovk éy Tact hepdpeva. 

Victor says : 

mapa tTAEioTols avtiypddots od KelvTaL, OS v60a yap évomiray advrd 
Twes eivarr GAN ypeis e& axpiBdv avtrypdpwv as ev wAcierous 
etpovres adTa.. . ovvTebcixaper. 

In cod. 1 we find: 

év Tit pev otv TOV avttypdduv ews Gde tANpodTar 6 edayyeALoTys 
éws ov EvoéBuos 6 Hapdidov éexavévicev’ ev rodXois dé Kat 
Taira péperat, Avacras ... onpeiwv. . 

So also on John vii. 53: 

TO Tept THS porxadiOos Kepddaov ev TO xara. ‘lwdvvyv edayyedrin 
ws év tAcloow dytypadots pa Kelpwevov nde Tapa Tdv Oeiwv 
matépwv TOV épunvevoavtav pyynpoverOev, pypt Oy “Iwavvov 

1 Migne, i. 752 ‘Et miror quomodo septuaginta interpretum libros legas 


non puros, ut ab eis editi sunt, sed ab Origene emendatos, sive corruptos per 
obelos et asteriscos ’. 
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Tod X Kat Kupiddov *AdeEavdpeas ob? pyv td coddpov 
Mowoveorias kat TOv Aourdv, rapeAcupa Kata TOV TOTOV" KeEtTaL 
de ovrws per dALya THs dpxjs Tod 7S Kehadalov é&js rod 
"Epelyynoov Kat ide drt mpopyrns é« ris TadiAaias ov 
eyelperau. 

The Fathers of the third century were obsessed by the fear of 
interpolation. They knew little about omission from do.dérns, and 
still less about the omission of lines, columns, or folios. Any 
passage omitted by a number of MSS. necessarily fell under 
suspicion. It would not occur to them that the witnesses might 
be connected by a family tie, and that the omission might be 
originally due to accident. We have only to put ourselves in the 
position of a fourth century critic, convinced like Griesbach and 
Hort that the shorter reading is preferable to the more verbose, 
and we can easily realize that to him the dx«piBéorarov dvtiypaov 
would appear to be one which omitted suspected passages. If so, 
the ancestor of the ‘ Neutral’ text would appear to be the work of 
a third (or fourth) century Hort. 

The gravest. objection to Hort’s view proceeds from the 
testimony of the Fathers. He admits with all candour the 
absence of early patristic evidence for the ‘ Primary Greek MSS.’. 
The hypothesis that gross licence began to reign in sub-Apostolic 
times, but that the ‘ Neutral’ text was preserved in some unknown 
place, is most violent and in itself very unlikely. 

If we adopt the opposite hypothesis, all these improbabilities 
vanish. The oldest text is that quoted by the earliest Fathers 
and rendered in the most ancient versions. Hort has pointed out 
the chronological objection to his ‘Syrian’ family, that it has no 
patristic evidence beyond Chrysostom, but does not feel the 
similar objection to his ‘Neutral’ group, that it can claim no 
earlier testimony on its behalf than the partial support of Origen. 
On the other hand, the Z family presents the text which was used 
by the predecessors of Origen, and can boast of a series of 
witnesses going back to the generation which succeeded the 
Apostles. ; 

In Z, therefore, I recognize the primitive text, and conclude by 
quoting two utterances of recent critics, who have expressed this 
view in striking words. The first is P. Corssen, who speaks of 
the ‘distilled text which recent scholars have extracted from a few 
Greek Uncials as merely the reflection of a recension capriciously 
formed in the fourth century, which like every modern version 
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must have been subjective in character.’ In like manner 
Professor Burkitt, in a preface to Mr. Barnard’s paper on the quota- 
tions of Clement, after pointing out that the earliest texts of the 
Gospels are fundamentally Western in every country of which we 
have knowledge, even Egypt, says, ‘ Let us come out of the land of 
Egypt, and let us see whether the agreement of East and West, of 
Edessa and Carthage, will not give us a surer basis on which to 
establish our text of the Gospels.’ 


1 Der cyprianische Text der Acta Apostolorum (1892), p. 24. 
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